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Abstract
The thesis involves an inquiry into the little explored nature of the relationship 
between the processes of gentrification and displacement in the context of the Greater 
London area. Scant work has been previously undertaken in this country on these 
processes compared to the wealth of work conducted already on gentrification. 
Displacement has barely been acknowledged as a component of the British 
gentrification experience except through anecdotal evidence and acknowledgement of 
basic causal association.
Three separate but related methodologies were used to piece together evidence to test 
whether gentrification was a displacing force. First, the 1981 and 1991 censuses were 
used to examine broad social changes in London at a ward level, second, the 
Longitudinal Study (LS) was used to examine the linkages between identifiably 
gentrified areas and the migratory trajectories of gentrifiers and displacees. Finally the 
use of grounded research was undertaken to look at examples of these processes in 
situ through interviews with tenant's representatives and local authority officers.
The cumulative weight stemming from the use of the three research methods and the 
view that displacement is a necessary corollary to gentrification is evaluated along 
with the implications of findings on the need for the retention of affordable housing 
and the potential costs of urban social restructuring. The evidence suggests a need for 
a wider set of social and economic costs to be considered in view of the damage that 
may be done by gentrification. Accurate quantification in the future will not result 
without the identification and monitoring of gentrification and displacement activity 
by local authorities via the monitoring of the housing histories of the vulnerable. The 
work concludes that the study of gentrification and displacement is theoretically and 
empirically problematic but that the results of the work also form a positive 
introduction and lever into wider work on such processes in the future and that such 
research should be continued in the future.
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Chapter One - Introduction
"No one has yet been willing to tell me to my face that people with low 
incomes and no chance of a mortgage have no right to occupy valuable 
space in the city." (Ward, 1989:75)
We are little closer to a systematic understanding of the kind of problems that Harvey 
was writing about toward the end of the sixties when she wrote;
"It is an astounding fact that no government department or authority is 
responsible for recording the number of people who are forced to leave their 
homes, or for collecting information about malpractices by private landlords" 
(Harvey, 1964:11)
Yet it is clear, if by logic alone, that people experience a number of forces which may 
contribute to the need or desire to move from their homes. This work is devoted to a 
greater understanding of the nature of one particular such force namely; gentrification. 
While this process manifests itself in a number of forms and comprises a multitude of 
factors it is increasingly a recognisable feature of the urban, and latterly rural, 
environment.
The so-called 'gentrification' of cities across the globe was initially coined in 1964 by 
Ruth Glass who observed an influx of the middle classes into the east end of London. 
The term has gained widespread currency since then as the process has proliferated 
and the characterisation and explanation of gentrification has provided academics with 
a rich and debatable field over the past thirty years. Its distinctiveness as a new social 
force in the regeneration of the urban environment and the displacement of indigenous 
communities has made it worthy of such attention but often this focus has tended 
toward the epistemological and theoretical explanation of gentrification rather than a 
more rounded surveying of the theories and processes at work.
However, this theoretical work was often produced on the back of criticism which 
argued that gentrification research had been overtly empirical in nature (Smith and
Williams, 1986) so that it is possible to see the need for a more balanced approach. 
Within this country there has also been a deficiency in the amount of attention given 
to the anti-social results of the process in terms of displacement and its impact on 
communities. It is easier to understand the biasing of gentrification research in the 
context of inadequate data on the subject. This work starts from the premise that some 
work is better than none and that such efforts can cumulatively contribute to our 
knowledge of such areas.
In view of the social harm that gentrification can lead to it can in turn be argued that 
there is some moral worth in undertaking research in this area were in not for fear that 
such 'moral' research agendas can, in themselves, be viewed as a form of bias. On the 
other hand, it is possible to see the initial theories that guide research as forms of bias 
in their own respect although the highlighting of an area to examine can be considered 
desirable in the sense that preconceptions are essential in guiding research to the 
fruitful understanding of an area.
This work, however, is concerned with both the set of problematics arising over the 
explanation of gentrification and the social ill-effects that gentrification may have 
given rise to over the years; displacement. The time period covered reflects the use of 
the 1981 and 1991 censuses and the updating of that data through the use of other 
means of data collection so that a temporal and geographical level of analysis, from 
aggregate to grounded levels of enquiry, are considered. Finally, the context for the 
research was restricted to Greater London, even though it was understood that this 
would mean considering its connections with outside areas.
The idea of gentrification, wherein run-down inner city neighbourhoods are 
transformed by the middle classes, is rooted in the notion that a neighbourhood 
change in a certain direction and at a certain pace constitutes a 'novel' urban process. 
It will become clear that this process is not, however, simply a neutral process of 
social change; certain amounts of social exclusion and hardship and a 'displacement' 
of the indigenous people in gentrifying neighbourhoods can occur as a result and it 
was also this that was sought to be explained.
The research was initiated and inspired, in part, by the input of social theory into a 
grounded and empirical application and was geared toward an understanding of the 
gentrification and displacement processes through a research agenda characterised by 
a symbiotic relationship between theory and method - the conceptual and the 
empirical. Further, this relationship is reflexive, as one proceeds theoretically this 
enables and deepens an understanding of external processes and these, in turn, feed 
back into the clarification of the theoretical constructs used. The research was also 
driven by the view that the issue of displacement as a result of gentrification is one of 
social justice such that a valuable contribution might be made in that area.
It is intended that the theory behind the empirical examination of gentrification is also 
questioned and advanced; what are the implications for these theories when complex 
external and causal webs re-aggregate and rearrange themselves? How can one make 
sense of this conceptually fuzzy area? To deal with these problems with any degree of 
conceptual clarity requires a degree of 'rigid flexibility'. Rigidity to be assertive 
enough to recognise what does, and does not, constitute gentrification, and flexible 
enough to recognise that unbending theories are incapable of intuitively discovering 
new and hidden elements of processes in need of description and understanding.
The thesis has been written by adhering to the chronology of the research and this 
reflects the shift both from theoretical to empirical knowledge of the gentrification 
phenomenon and displacement processes and from aggregate to micro levels. In some 
respects it can be argued that any knowledge of displacement is an improvement on 
nothing although it became clear that this was, in part, related to the way in which the 
process is not labelled as such by various agents.
There are three key components to the work; a review of the preceding literature, a 
theoretical anticipation of the later grounded work and the empirical work itself. Each 
of these stages is divided into two chapters which detail the methodological issues and 
development of each stage followed by a chapter which details the results of the 
research
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The work is designed to be read as a description of the methodological as well as 
theoretical and empirical results of the overall research. This follows the chapter 
which looks at the past literature. The literature review serves the important purpose 
of surveying the past ideas about gentrification and displacement and lending insights 
into a methodology and the theoretical antecedents which make it up. With the 
research described the work moves on to a fuller assessment of the conclusions found 
in each of the results chapters. Here more ideas are added which contribute to a debate 
about the relationship between gentrification and displacement in London.
The following paragraphs offer an overview of the layout of the thesis in more detail 
and illustrate the development of the research concepts and the interrelationships 
between the theoretical and empirical ideas.
Part One - Literature Review
An assessment of the location of the present work within the context of previous work 
is made. The review covers the salient points dealing with the gentrification and, 
related, displacement literature over the past thirty years. The fundamental theoretical 
views and criteria of what constituted these interrelated phenomena were extracted to 
facilitate the construction of adequate operational definitions for the empirical work. 
The most striking feature here was the almost total lack of available data on the 
subject of displacement in Britain and the relative wealth of literature from north 
America which much of the work was then based upon.
Part Two - Theory and Method
The relationship between theory and method runs as a strong theme throughout the 
research, both as a necessary and logical component of social scientific work and as a 
relevant part of the research process dealing with gentrification due to its highly 
theoretical nature. Gentrification, as a highly theorised area of research, can be viewed
as a product of both its complexity and difficulty of operational definition. It is not 
possible to measure 'gentrification' per se since it does not refer to a visible or 
coherent social process; one is lead to the use of more creative methods which use 
proxy indicators to inform us of the occurrence and extent of the phenomenon.
This forms the background to the empirical work proper. The purpose of this work is 
to conduct stronger research based on an examination both of preceding ideas and 
theories and their contextualisation in the research being attempted. These stages were 
critical for the strengthening of ideas about the theoretical underpinning of the 
research and the way that a methodology might be devised to examine issues which 
were as complex and difficult to measure as gentrification and displacement.
Part Three - The empirical work
Each of the three main stages of the empirical work is described via two chapters, the 
first illustrating the methodological tools and course of the research the second 
dealing with the analysis and presentation of results from that part of the research. 
After covering the operational research itself wider ranging conclusions in the final 
chapter are made which bring together the conclusions derived from the overall 
research.
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Use of the census
The research began with use being made of the 1981 and 1991 census data for the 
Greater London area. This was done with the purpose of measuring social changes 
which might be used as indicators of the gentrification and displacement processes by 
identifying changes in the levels of these groups over the decade. The results of the 
census analysis found a strong negative correlation between increases of working 
class and professionals. Use of three multiple regression models, each based on a 
different 'definition' of gentrification, were used to highlight the linkages between 
displacee and gentrifier groups. This formed the most important part of this stage of 
the research and it was possible to provide a number of insights about these processes 
at a metropolitan-wide level. However, contextual and more sensitive elements of the 
processes were clearly insufficiently analysed at this level and it was not possible to 
determine whether there was a real linkage between the events labelled as 
gentrification and those of displacement. This was largely due to the recurring 
problem of inadequacies and limitations in the data extracted and the insensitivity of 
the statistical tools to detect real differences between replacement and displacement. 
To better understand this other methods had to be used to evaluate whether the results 
could either be corroborated or expanded in any way.
Use of the Longitudinal Study
The various methodological problems stemming from the use of the census led to the 
search for more corroborative evidence, yet still at a relatively large scale of spatial 
analysis. Use, therefore, was made of the Longitudinal Study based at City University; 
the linked nature of the dataset allowing corroboration of the results of the census 
data. A new method was used which created re-aggregated areas constructed from the 
gentrification geography realised in the census data analysis. This approach used four 
areas taken from the gentrified wards of Greater London, identified in the census data, 
and used them as the critical geography for the interaction of the gentrification and 
displacee variables.
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Use of grounded research methods
The final stage of the empirical work reflected an attempt to get as close as possible to 
the processes of gentrification and displacement because of the aggregate nature of the 
data examined so far. Such proximity was extremely difficult to achieve but the 
various materials collected were very helpful in constructing a more detailed picture 
of the processes going on behind the external view that both journalistic and aggregate 
views of the phenomena had provided. The approach adopted included use of a key 
borough identified through the census data (Wandsworth), interviews conducted at 
private tenants rights organisations in north London, interviews with developers and 
estate agents to examine their role in the process and the attempt to get displacee 
interviewees. The last of these approaches was unsuccessful and possible reasons for 
this are examined later.
This stage highlighted the difficulty of 'observing' gentrification and displacement as 
contextual, grounded events. A search for displacees was fruitless (within the 
resources of the research, always an issue in the development of methodologies) but 
in-depth interviews with professionals working with private renters in three key 
locations revealed a wealth of information on the mechanisms of displacement and the 
characteristics of the displacees themselves. It was only at this stage that the issue of 
displacement appeared to be tangible since all other work had been 'abstracted' and it 
was difficult to 'hold the faith' in pursuing a phenomenon which appeared to be 
absent. This was largely due to the absence of subjects since, by definition, a displacee 
is someone who is no longer to be found at the location where the event has occurred.
The final chapter brings together each of the sets of results from the empirical work to 
make sense of it as a coherent and interconnected body of work having, as it does, 
implications for the theoretical antecedents which informed that work. There are also 
conclusions related to the overall discoveries and limitations of our knowledge about 
displacement. The ways in which the research has expanded our knowledge of the
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processes of gentrification and displacement are detailed and, in doing so, the degree 
to which the goals of the research were met are assessed.
Conclusion
This short preview hopefully serves as a guide to the rest of the thesis, what follows is 
essentially an account of the struggle to conduct research in an area of theoretical 
stasis and of empirical constraints; the lack of data, the difficulty of establishing a 
relationship between two events and the 'chaotic' nature of the phenomena under 
study which made clear analysis a consistently hard task. It is quite possible to 
conclude that displacement from gentrification is an academic label given to a variety 
of processes, that the actors involved would not describe themselves as displacees, 
while this may appear to be true the difficulty of gaining direct access to displacees 
made such a conclusion premature.
The covert nature of displacement both from the point of view of data collection and 
as apprehended by us in everyday life requires, to some extent, a 'leap of faith' into an 
abyss with few reference points or data of any kind. This point is also directly linked 
to the undeniably value laden and 'political' nature of research of this kind which 
further complicates assessment of the data to hand. As will become clear it is not 
possible to remain value neutral in the research of such an area because of the 
ideological construction of the subject area itself; one example is the observed 
magnitude of displacement dependent upon political affiliation (Lee and Hodge, 
1986). It is perhaps better to account for ones own biases at the outset than to leave 
them unsaid; one cannot hope for truly objective work but one can strive for it.
One of the themes running through the thesis is that, just as gentrification has been 
used as a legitimation for the appropriation of previously working class areas by those 
of the middle, it is possible to descend into an ideology of territoriality due to fear of 
the stranger. However, rather than viewing 'anti-displacement' as an ideology of 
territoriality one should, instead, see it as a view which seeks the protection of 
affordable housing for those who wish to live and work near their friends, family and
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place of work. These issues are not simple, however, it may be that those with more 
money are also expressing such desires through market mechanisms. The basic 
requirements of the lower paid and resourced are, however, broken down by the 
impact of a distended housing market which has the effect of pricing out residents 
from where they might choose to live and there are a variety of routes by which this 
can happen, shown later. The apparent cosmetic appeal of gentrification belies a 
reality which supplants and displaces rather than healing the problems of the cities we 
live in.
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Chapter Two - A review of the gentrification and displacement 
literature
Introduction
This chapter provides an account of the literature dealing with gentrification and, in 
particular, the displacement process which is sometimes seen as a corollary to the 
gentrification process. The review examines the nature and extent of work which has 
focused on understanding these related phenomena. It also examines those trends within 
the literature which identify the need for re-conceptualisations of the direction in which 
the gentrification/displacement agenda is moving. The review concludes by arguing that 
a more policy oriented area of study is needed in order to escape the stasis that exists in 
the predominantly theoretical literature.
Often reviews are undertaken without any evident advance being made in the study of a 
respective field. The purpose of a review must be to provide an analysis of what has 
been written to establish a benchmark. Zukin has argued that the continual surveying of 
the gentrification literature reveals a 'worrisome stasis in the field' (Zukin, 1987:132) 
which points to a circularity which has failed to generate fresh ideas. However, in this 
situation it is very difficult to make progress without first defining clear goals and 
contextualising such goals within a framework of preceding work, both theoretical and 
empirical. Such goals are clearly important because they establish criteria against which 
progress can be measured as well as giving meaning to the process of attempting to 
understand the phenomenon.
The central goal in this research is the production of an account of gentrification-related 
displacement which is rigid in-so-far as it delineates a definitive area of study yet 
flexible in that it should be capable of highlighting contingencies, differences and 
underlying processes. The review is divided into three distinct sections which are 
interrelated via the theme of gentrification and, contingent upon that, displacement. The 
first part details an overview of the gentrification literature to facilitate an insight into its
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nature, themes, and the range of work that has been undertaken. The second examines 
what Smith (1996) has called 'gentrification-induced' displacement. This seeks to 
analyse two main issues; first, the nature of the displacement process and the debates 
that surround its measurement and manifestation and, second, to ask in what way this 
literature and its conclusions can be related to the research context. The final section 
considers gentrification and displacement in terms of contemporary debates emerging 
from the literature and examines the implications of these debates on displacement in 
London today.
1. Gentrification
What is gentrification? It has been observed by many writers, considered shortly, that it 
is very difficult to distinguish temporally, qualitatively and quantitatively the nature of 
gentrification. Indeed there are many similarities between the two tasks of defining these 
areas. When gentrification was first described by Glass in 1964 the process of class 
invasion and take-over she described was shown to facilitate the displacement of the 
original working class inhabitants by the refusal to renew leases on rented property. As 
already suggested, the study of gentrification as a radical counterpoint to the older 
ecological assumptions about the urban environment (Hamnett and Williams, 1979:1) 
have been superseded by equally rigid and orthodox assumptions about gentrification. 
The literature, however, has done little to consider the exact appropriateness of a term 
which has become latently, rather than explicitly, defined. What was a 'new' and radical 
urban process has become a more mundane and better understood event. Further, it 
appears that change has occurred, both in the factors which drive it and its explicit 
concrete effects on the surrounding urban environment.
Smith and Williams have suggested that gentrification is 'not amenable to overly 
restrictive definitions' (Smith and Williams, 1986:3) and this has become more evident 
as the study and diversity of gentrification has flourished. Just as the study of 
gentrification appeared as a counterpoint to the older ecological assumptions of the
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Chicago School (Hamnett and Williams, 1979:1), it now appears that a certain 
orthodoxy has sprung up around the study of a dynamic and processual phenomenon. 
Not only is gentrification difficult to define but its very definition has never appeared to 
be an important issue to analysts. As argued earlier, its definition is a latent function 
stemming from the production of a large literature base from which researchers make 
the assumption that they are all talking about the same thing.
Since Glass's work, a proliferation of books and papers have been written examining the 
gentrification of properties and areas of the inner-cities of the first world (notably, 
London and Palen, 1984, Smith and Williams, 1986 and Van Weesep and Musterd, 
1991). Gentrification has been defined around a core set of ideas about class 
replacement and invasion in a given area, these have resulted in definitions such as 'the 
movement of middle-class and upper-class residents into working-class areas of the 
inner city' (Munt, 1987:1175) or more commonly 'the rehabilitation of working-class 
and derelict housing and the consequent transformation of an area into a middle-class 
neighbourhood.'(Smith and Williams, 1986:1). As Bourne argues;
"definitions of gentrification vary widely...the movement of middle- and upper-class 
households into neighbourhoods occupied by lower status (working-class) 
households; in effect, it represents a reversal of the invasion-succession process 
typical in the classical ecological literature." (1993:189)
In earlier research on the subject it became apparent that areas and populations were 
moving and changing according to, as yet, unobserved factors which were in need of 
comprehension. As Hamnett and Randolph later remarked;
"something unusual was happening. After decades of neglect and decay, houses 
were being rapidly renovated and the long established population of working class 
private renters was being slowly replaced - or displaced - by a new population of 
middle class home owners" (Hamnett and Randolph, 1988:3)
Why and how this was occurring were clearly the foremost questions in analysts' minds 
yet it soon became clear that not only were areas being renovated for middle class 
consumption and use but there was also an impact on former and existing residents.
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A variety of sub-labels of gentrification have been applied by commentators seeking to 
make a distinction between the various routes by which gentrification may occur. 
Merrett (1976) for example posited the existence of two routes by which gentrification 
could occur; mediated and unmediated gentrification. These types were based upon a 
political-economic distinction between a process whereby landlords, estate agents and 
developers take a part in the rehabilitation and sale of the property (mediated) and the 
latter in which a rentier sells into owner occupation a property which is acted upon by 
the gentrifiers themselves (unmediated). In the latter position there is no intervention by 
the entrepreneur.
Hamnett (1973) in the same vein describes these types as indirect and direct 
gentrification respectively. Indirect gentrification corresponds to mediated gentrification 
in Merrett's model with direct referring to activity which was gentrifler led. This latter 
type of gentrification has also been referred to as 'sweat equity gentrification' (Munt, 
1987:1195) and has usually been associated with pioneer gentrifiers who have had to put 
more work into the rehabilitation of property than subsequent occupants. These two 
types of gentrification provide the basis for one of the crucial dichotomies in the 
gentrification debate; is gentrification an issue of production or consumption? To date 
this duality has not been fully reconciled (but see Clark, 1991 and 1994) indeed the 
debate continues while post-modern elements (Mills, 1993) have fragmented the area 
further into one of subjective meanings and mythic categories.
Other work has been done which has shown the development of gentrified areas in 
strongly middle class areas and in which the existence of the 'ultra gentrifier' becomes 
apparent. In Dangschat's (1991) analysis of Hamburg (one can see the parallels with 
areas of London like Islington) it is the ability of these wealthier groups to outbid even 
the original gentrifiers that marks them out. Hamnett and Williams (1979) reported that 
original gentrifiers in Hackney mentioned cheapness as important in their decision to 
move there showing that times have indeed changed; that the price of gentrification has 
gone up.
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Clark by comparison has described gentrification in terms of it being a process of 
'backward filtering' (Clark, 1992:16). Clark describes gentrification as a process of 
replacement through residential mobility; filtering is the replacement of higher by lower 
residents whereas gentrification is the reverse of this process. The application of this 
analogy as a definition of gentrification is limited because it ignores those cases where 
gentrification is not simply a case of replacement. In the case of lower groups replacing 
higher this is indeed correct yet it is the market power or 'dollar vote' (Merrett, 1976:45) 
of the higher groups that allows them to displace or replace previous residents. Further 
the absence of previous residents may in certain cases be directly attributable to the 
potential for land to be used at a higher level of revenue thus facilitating the eviction or 
'pricing out' of previous residents by landlords and other agents.
Many typologies have been drawn up which try to achieve a taxonomy of the various 
approaches to gentrification, for example, political economic, socio-cultural and 
institutional (Munt, op cit.). While such typologies enable us to understand the 
differences in the outlooks of researchers they tend to strengthen the dichotomisation of 
debate around gentrification. Gentrification, as a research agenda is therefore subject to 
a tension between the demands of different approaches (which prioritise the relevance of 
certain factors) and the need for an understanding of gentrification which is 
simultaneously universal and contextual in its application.
The gentrification label has been applied to a variety of examples of physical upgrading, 
the gentrification of pubs and shops for example (Anson, 1981), yet it is the social 
dimension which is of primary concern and represents the critical location of 
gentrification activity. The physical upgrading of buildings may be carried out by 
various agents but gentrification is the ability of higher occupational groups to occupy 
lower occupational group's property because of their higher income. The mediation and 
enabling of the process via market mechanisms indeed creates cause for concern over 
whether the process is based on income differentials or class structuration. This means 
that physical upgrading of property through gentrification is associated with a change in 
the demands upon it, usually expressed in the form of rehabilitation or redecoration, 
even though it is not a necessary part of the process, indicated later.
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What appears crucial then in any definition of gentrification is that it involves a discrete 
geographical area and an associated movement of higher class/income/occupational 
groups within it. It is theoretically unnecessary, although usually inevitable, for 
rehabilitation of the property to take place. Neither is it necessary for displacement to be 
a fundamental part of a definition, though clearly this is important where it does occur, 
since gentrification often does not induce displacement. If gentrification were defined 
only by virtue of the pre-existence of displacement it would necessarily be a less prolific 
phenomenon. Gentrification may or may not involve displacement depending on 
contextual factors but inevitably involves the appropriation of space previously under a 
'lower' use.
The gentrification research agenda
Smith and Williams have described the life course of gentrification studies as stemming 
from an initial curiosity, which produced many empirical studies, with a shift in the 
latter part of the seventies toward a more theoretically informed analysis of the 
phenomenon. Since that time it is still apparent (Van Weesep, 1995, Smith, 1991) that 
writers wish to assert the need for certain directions to be undertaken in future work on 
the subject. However, such calls have arguably not resulted in boundaries being pushed 
back in research on gentrification.
Gentrification in London has continued to receive attention; papers have continued to 
examine the phenomenon (Lees, 1994, Lees and Carpenter, 1995, Bridge 1993a, 1993b, 
1994, 1995, Lyons, 1995, Butler and Hamnett, 1994, Warde, 1991, Bourne, 1993) 
indicating a process resistant to boom and bust property patterns and in need of 
continued understanding. Just as rising property prices lead to the sale of rented 
accommodation into owner occupation, the current stagnation and problems associated 
with a property market in recession allow continued benefits to those looking for 
investment opportunities. This is almost certainly true in view of the opportunities 
afforded to more 'moneyed' groups who have been able to buy cheaply while remaining
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in well paid employment. Thus the emulation of higher class lifestyles by purchasing 
architecturally desirable property and renovating it has continued into the nineties.
The gentrification research agenda as set by academic, political and civil organisations is 
reflexively linked so that the perception of its qualities and directions for future research 
work are based upon work which has already been carried out which provides a stepping 
stone forward. Research done in a vacuum of reference points and other work is hard. 
These points are also intimately related to the research agenda for the study of 
displacement in Britain, writing in 1990 Fielding and Halford, on behalf of the DoE, 
suggest that it is now known where gentrification occurs, who the gentrifiers are and the 
occupational and tenure changes which accompany gentrification. This is a confident 
and orthodox summary of the gentrification literature which strengthens certain 
directions of future research based upon past understandings. It is arguable that the inner 
city, white, male, renting to owning image of gentrification is outdated, yet this image 
contributes to future work. Perhaps more crucially, these images are used to exclude 
those from the debate if they do not accept these notions as the starting point for debate.
In Fielding and Halford's resume is little mention of displacement and nowhere by 
name. Gentrification is summarised as the 'growth of the service class in producing 
change in the inner city' (p.60) and yet, they argue, it is still not known whether 
gentrification is a permanent feature of the urban environment (this also begs questions 
about its occurrence in the rural dimension) and 'the social impact of gentrification, 
especially on working class households' (p.60) and the political effects. While these are 
clearly stimulating academic questions the obvious potential for anti-social effects are 
not considered and one can only assume that work which highlights these elements 
does so to the detriment of other key questions about gentrification.
Even so, it is clear that the process has declined or diversified with the passage of time. 
The use of industrial property in warehouse and loft conversions in London along the 
lines of those in New York (Zukin, 1982) shows the exploitation of the investment value 
of derelict or little-used space in the inner city. The resale of council property on the 
other hand, bought under right to buy and sold into higher socio-economic ownership
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(Murie, 1991) shows a need for us to re-conceptualize the boundaries of a phenomenon 
which was once thought to involve only near upper-class professionals in Georgian or 
Victorian property.
The history of gentrification
While it may be impossible to pin down the beginnings of gentrification, Wiener (1980) 
has described the purchase and habitation of rural cottages in the late nineteenth century 
to fulfil the ideal of a 'rural idyll' for the upper middle classes of that time. Familiar 
definitions have developed more recently as the subject matter has been better defined. It 
is possible, however, to be more certain about the beginnings of its documentation; in 
1964 when Ruth Glass first coined the term to describe the changes occurring in the 
East-end of London at that time;
"One by one, many of the working class quarters of London have been invaded by 
the middle classes-upper and lower. Shabby, modest mews and cottages...have been 
taken over, when their leases have expired, and have become elegant, expensive 
residences. Larger Victorian houses, downgraded in an earlier or recent period- 
which were used as lodging houses or were otherwise in multiple occupation-have 
been upgraded once again...Once this process of'gentrification' starts in a district it 
goes on rapidly until all or most of the original working class occupiers are 
displaced and the whole social character of the district is changed" (Glass, 1964: 
xviii)
According to Van Weesep the word 'gentrification' was used by Glass;
"because the process resembled the old habit of the 'landed gentry' to maintain a 
house in the city in addition to their country seat" (1994:76)
Gentrification was then intended as a term describing an essentially social process 
linked, by association, with past aristocratic housing traits; however, it seems that the 
similarity, between the aristocracy and the middle classes, may have been pushed too 
far.
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Little is written about why the term was selected, this may appear a trivial matter; any 
word may be used to describe a phenomenon, yet the power of connotation must be 
recognised. Gentrification implies agency on the part of a certain social group, the 
gentry, who act upon something. As defined above, it is the action of the middle classes 
upon working class or derelict dwellings to incur a social and physical transformation of 
that environment. However, this hides many problematic theoretical and empirical 
problems in terms of its definition and measurement respectively. It has been argued that 
gentrifiers are a homogenous group (Smith and Williams, 1986, Bridge, 1994) but 
others (Beauregard, 1986, Dangschat, 1991) have shown or argued that it is the very 
heterogeneity of these groups which marks them out.
In a more simplistic way it can be argued that it is the replacement or displacement of a 
lower class population by one of a higher category which defines the boundaries of the 
process. It may still be that it is the process of 'income displacement' that refers to a sub 
set of gentrification and that gentrification itself should retain an element of cultural 
differentiation in the way that Zukin has used the term (1982) to connote a culturally 
homogeneous group. Either way, it is unlikely that these groups will exhibit such 
consistency over time and space even if underlying similarities are observed. Yet more 
problems are incurred by expounding this argument.
First, how does one define class, whether in Britain or across national boundaries? It is 
all very well to suggest that middle replaces working class but these categories are not 
universally understood and may obfuscate the real groups involved in the process and 
their diversity. Reference has been made for example to a New Middle Class (NMC) 
(Bell, 1973, Gouldner, 1979 and Ley, 1994) which, composed of professional and 
managerial groups, has formed the main vanguard of gentrifiers. This group, while 
being closely associated with gentrification in the past are no longer 'new', the relevance 
of these groups may wane as gentrification activity has decreased to leave smaller 
groups taking particularised advantage of certain areas.
Second, a fundamental point which will be returned to later, is the issue of the 
mechanisms through which gentrification takes place, for example, it may not simply be
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the activities of the middle class which drive the process of gentrification, for some 
gentrification is a process based upon the dictates of capital shifts and uneven urban 
development. If one accepts Smith's account (1979b, 1986, 1991, 1996) of 
gentrification it become a process reduced to the disinvestment and reinvestment 
patterns of the inner urban environment or a supply side argument - this might be called 
'capitalisation' with gentrification as an associated phenomenon. If, however, income is 
a fundamental aspect of the mechanism by which people are displaced, out-priced or 
derelict property renovated what influence has class on such a process? It may appear 
more the case that while class and status may come first, it is the attendant income 
differentials attached to these class and status positions which allows the process to take 
place.
Turning back to the history of the phenomenon, there appears to be a general reluctance 
on the part of commentators on gentrification to define what it is that they are looking at. 
Gentrification has become an assumed phenomenon; researchers take it that what they 
are studying is 'gentrification' without examining the confusing and irreconcilable 
elements of difference which exist between research contexts. By this it is meant that the 
social, spatial and temporal location of research has properties that may be equated with 
a culture. While gentrification does take place in a particularised area, as Lees explicitly 
recognises (Lees, 1994), gentrification receives and emits many directions of influence 
and causation which are by no means uni-directional.
Put simply, the reluctance to define may be due to the plethora of cultural reference 
points or, equally, the genuine difficulty of defining the process. However, this haziness 
appears to have led writers into talking past each other, particularly in theoretical debate 
and the existence of a definition which has gained little explicit reference yet much 
apparent agreement.
Gentrification, the gentry and income
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Wiener (1981) has examined the emulation by the emergent bourgeoisie of the gentry 
which strengthens Glass's use of the metaphor and yet it has been the middle classes and 
higher income groups rather than the bourgeoisie/gentry who have taken this emulative 
stance to property consumption. Further, what appeared to be a copying of the 
established upper class enclaves may be seen as an investment motive expressed by 
higher income groups in cheaper areas who will continue to move to maximise this 
potential (Lyons, 1995).
As Wiener points out, gentrification was also the process whereby the newly formed 
bourgeoisie class of the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries took on the values, 
attitudes and manners of the more established and socially hegemonic aristocratic caste. 
Such a process led to the retention of aristocratic social structures amongst the new 
entrepreneurial class in order to achieve legitimacy in the eyes of the existing elite but 
also in order to supplant them eventually. Such structures still exist and Britain remains 
a curiously open yet aristocratic culture in which the achievement of industrial goals has 
been hampered by a desire to make decisions based upon a model of limited growth. 
Gentrification was then a process whereby the non-gentry attempted to appropriate the 
status of the more gentile elite often via the public school system.
One can see, in Wiener's analysis, the roots of class emulation by an emergent class 
grouping. Such new groupings have been alluded to in the gentrification literature (Ley, 
1994). There are parallels to be found both between the emergent New Middle Class 
(NMC) of the sixties and seventies (see Ley, 1994) and the new bourgeoisie, and in the 
way that the NMC have partly sought to emulate the location of the established 
bourgeoisie. However, the process appears to have stopped short of a hegemonic 
challenge by the NMC which appears to have copied living practice rather than class 
agency and power. Hamnett and Williams, for example, have suggested that the 
gentrification experienced in Inner London during the late seventies was related to 
neighbouring upper class enclaves via the appropriation of architecturally desirable, yet 
cheaper, dwellings (Hamnett and Williams, 1979:2).
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However, the NMC is no longer new and the professional and managerial occupational 
groups that were taken to represent this class (Ley, 1994) have both grown and 
diversified such that it can only be a small proportion of these groups that forms a 
gentrifying class. It does seem odd that the two always go hand in hand in gentrification 
research. In operational terms at least the identification of these people as gentrifiers led 
to their measurement as an indicator of gentrification when using census data. Hamnett 
and Williams (1979) for example saw a 6% rise in the number of professionals and 
managers in wards in inner London as a significant and gentrifying force at that time.
It is no longer clear however whether such a socio-economic category form the 
gentrifying force any more, or if a rise of six percent could be taken as significant either. 
The growth of these groups has stemmed in part from the use of occupational gradings 
to gain a higher status while not necessarily reflecting an objective change in work 
relations or class grouping. The use of the word executive for example has often been 
used to 'upgrade' relatively low grade jobs.
It is clear that the theorisation of gentrification has been linked to the methodological 
tools available. The census has often been used to measure gentrification and the two top 
occupational categories are that of the professional and the manager. Clearly 
methodology is often constrained by the tools available so that, in the case of 
gentrification, it may be that the operationalisation of the concept has rarely been 
achieved in as adequate fashion as would be desirable because of the constraints of 
using official data.
The class connotation of the word gentrification clearly applies most closely to British 
society and yet it has been used in Europe, Australasia and North America. Williams has 
pointed out that;
"Many American analysts have been uncomfortable with the term 'gentrification' 
(with its obvious class connotations), preferring labels such as the "back-to-the-city 
movement", "neighbourhood revitalization", and "brownstoneing", all of which 
were indicative of underlying divergences in what was believed to be central to this 
process." (Williams, 1986:65)
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In addition the new classes in recent forms of gentrification have sought, seemingly, to 
achieve the status of the upper classes via the process of conspicuous consumption. On 
the other hand it is as clear that the part of 'conspicuous thrift' (Lees and Carpenter, 
1995), stemming as it did from the anti-materialistic ideals of the 'baby boomer 
generation' associated with gentrification, has played a part in shaping the nature of that 
achievement.
The Theorisation of Gentrification
While it was true of the early gentrification literature that it was overly descriptive it is 
now possible that the literature has become too theoretical. After the numerous empirical 
accounts of gentrification a theoretical framework which made sense of these 
developments within a wider arena was necessary for the literature to get any further. 
The theoretical nature of much of the gentrification literature (Bridge, 1994, Smith, 
1979, 1991, 1996 and Hamnett, 1991) supports the earlier view that gentrification has 
become an orthodoxy which some writers like Lees and Bondi (1995) and Clark (1994) 
have sought to synthesise, arguably to the benefit of the subject.
In this regard the field of gentrification studies appears to be unable to attain an ordering 
or repeatable and coherent set of theories which may be applied to policy guidance and 
insights into the process. The value of the knowledge attached to studying gentrification 
is related to its ability to say something about the way our various urban environments 
are structured. That they are relatively unstructured may be a reasonable conclusion to 
draw from the schisms within the debates.
Theory also plays a crucial role in the measurement and perception of social phenomena 
through methodological tools (Atkinson, 1994) and the impingement of theory on 
method or more particularly extent of measured manifestation has been noted (Bourne, 
1993 and Galster and Peacock, 1986). A good example of the relationship between 
theory and observation may be given by citing Bourne's use of the census to measure 
the extent of gentrification where he showed that use of income as a measurement
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underestimated gentrification while use of educational attainment overestimated its 
manifestation.
These points demonstrate the need for the careful working out, in hypothetical terms, of 
those factors that one believes to be involved in the gentrification process. If one takes a 
constructivist view of the research process it is important to understand that a selection 
of priorities and factors in theoretical terms directly affects the operationalisation and 
measurement of the phenomenon under consideration. This also demonstrates the need 
for a strong definition of gentrification. Atkinson (1995) discussed the need for a strong 
definition that could be used to delineate between what is and is not gentrification by 
stressing those factors which were contextual and those which appeared universally in 
its manifestation.
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'Gaps' in our knowledge of gentrification
A Rent Gap
While it is clear that there is as much divergence within and between cities as countries 
the existence of a dramatic difference between the gentrification of Britain and Europe 
and that of North America has been debated by Lees (1994) and Smith (1991). The 
importance of this debate is in its wider implications for the way in which one 
conceptualises cross-cultural differences and the ways in which one can overcome the 
complexities of comparison.
Lees has countered a need to remain contextually aware (1994) with an evolutionary 
comparative study (Lees and Carpenter, 1995) of the gentrification process in London, 
New York and Paris. This approach may be criticised on a number of counts. While 
Lees and Bondi agree with Beauregard (1986) that gentrification is often explained in 
terms of 'specific instances' to 'broad statements' Lees and Carpenter adopt such an 
approach in their analysis of these three arbitrarily chosen cities. Little is explained that 
might reveal the underlying dynamics of a comparative process since the areas chosen, 
Park Slope, New York, Barnsbury, London and the Marais in Paris, are remarkably 
similar in their route to gentrification. The result is that gentrification is again revealed 
as a homogenous process with little cultural differentiation. Lost then is the potential to 
reveal a divergent picture that is seen as an important project by some gentrification 
commentators (Lees, 1994, Van Weesep and Musterd, 1991) who see the emergence of 
a more complex picture of gentrification. This takes us back to Smith and Williams view 
that the;
"preoccupation with the description of gentrification means that we have little sense 
of the contextual and compositional forces that 'produce' this process" (Williams, 
1996:64).
These difficulties, expressed in terms of a need to 'fit' the gentrification of one country 
with another, may yet be synthesised through an examination of the processes
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contingencies and constant factors. Both relativistic and universalistic accounts of the 
process suffer from the criticism that they are either overly restrictive or too general 
respectively. A mediation between these two theoretical positions is clearly desirable. In 
order to achieve a truly comparative study of the process of gentriflcation it is necessary 
for a reconciliation of both contextual and overarching features to be taken into any 
account (Atkinson, 1995).
A Rent Gap
Smith's rent gap theory of the gentriflcation process was developed in an attempt to 
understand the way in which capital restructuring had led to the gentriflcation of certain 
areas of the city at a particular point in time. Smith defined the rent gap as;
"the disparity between the potential ground rent level and the actual ground rent 
capitalized under the present land use...the rent gap is produced primarily by capital 
depreciation (which diminishes the proportion of ground rent able to be capitalized) 
and also by continued urban development and expansion." (Smith, 1979b:545)
Smith's work has been very influential in the various attempts that have been made to 
understand the central dynamics behind gentriflcation. It must be understood that the 
rent gap is not restricted to the explanation of gentriflcation, in Smith's own words it is 
'a general theory of a very specific set of urban processes' (Smith, 1991:53).
A Value Gap
Hamnett (1984, 1986) developed an explanation of gentriflcation which is very similar 
to Smith's work. It appears at first sight that Hamnett and Williams' differences are 
based upon their location in two different cultural contexts, in which the exact details 
and dynamics of the gentriflcation process have diverged in their manifestation. Such 
differences, if accepted, give added weight to any claim that gentriflcation diverges 
between locations across the Atlantic.
Clark describes the value gap as;
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"a disparity between the 'vacant possession value' of a property and its 'tenanted 
investment value'. The measure of the vacant possession value of a property is its 
sale price to an owner occupier. The measure of the tenanted investment value of a 
property is a multiple of its annual rental income as rented property, i.e. the present 
value of future rental income as reflected in the sale price between two landlords." 
(Clark, 1992:17)
The difference between the two theories lies in the distinction that they make between 
land rent and building value, also apparently related to cultural differences from where 
the theories originate.
Closing the gaps
These gaps indicate divergences in the way in which gentrification has occurred over 
time and space yet they also point out the way in which gentrification has remained a 
recognisable phenomenon for all its differentiation.
It may be considered a measure of some success that an attempt has been made to relate 
the value and rent gaps (Clark, 1991, 1994). However, there remains a lack of consensus 
within these theoretical areas. Smith is an emissary of the production based school of 
explanation and any debate over the complementarity of the two theories has been 
submerged by Smith's own assertion of the primacy of his own work. In his own words;
"the rent-gap theory remains valid, but that for us to understand both its insights as 
well as its limitations, the theory cannot remain isolated but must be connected to a 
much more complicated discussion of urban change." (Smith in Van Weesep and 
Musterd, 1991:53)
This point is echoed by Van Weesep (1994) when he asks that the study of this 
complex urban phenomenon be rooted in context and in a greater understanding of the 
complexities of urban life. It is worrying, however, that these repetitive calls for an 
understanding of the complex and chaotic appear as rhetoric, when little has been 
done within the literature to expand the empirical base while theorising is constantly 
undertaken with no seeming input into policy.
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Smith (1979) asserts the existence of two pivotal concepts which form the basis of the 
theory, these are 1) the systematic disinvestment in the inner city as a corollary to 
suburban expansion and 2) a gap between capitalized ground rent and the potential 
ground rent that could be extracted under the highest and best use. Smith assumes the 
real world to fit around the theory but two things appear wrong, first, suburban 
expansion has all but ceased in many cities while the inner city remains under invested 
and simultaneously invested in and, second, as Smith's preconditions have altered, 
gentriflcation has continued such that one cannot explain gentriflcation in terms of those 
essential conditions.
Cultural differentiation is not the only weak point of the theory; little theory may be 
valid at all times in all places yet Smith argues that his theory 'remains valid'. Rather it 
remains valid when x, y, and z apply; surely they do not. Musterd and van Weesep 
(1991) argue that "by explaining the essentials (points 1 and 2 above), this theory will 
have the widest applicability" (Musterd and van Weesep, 1991:13). Yet nowhere do 
Smith or Musterd and van Weesep argue why these 'essentials' are indeed universal or, 
even, why they are essential. This is as dogmatic a position to adopt as Smith's claim 
that the fundamental weakness of consumption based theory (particularly Ley) was 
deterministic because it suggested that to be correct it must assert that "individual 
preference change in unison...internationally" (Smith, 1979:540). This debate points out 
one of the fundamental dichotomies in the literature about those elements of 
gentriflcation which are contextual and those which are found in all examples of its 
manifestation.
These debates and attempts at reconciliation demonstrate a dramatic tension around 
what is considered to be an adequate explanation of the gentriflcation process. Both 
consumption and production side explanations of the phenomenon have failed to 
recognise the importance of the operationalisation of their ideas within an empirical 
framework. While both Saunders (1981) and Clark appear to agree on the need for 
empirical verification or falsification it appears lacking in the literature.
Interestingly Smith invokes Clark's work as the way forward for gentriflcation theory;
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"We should stop asking the one-dimensional question: 'Which theory of 
gentrification is true, the rent-gap theory, the post-industrial restructuring theory, the 
consumer demand for amenities theory, or the institutionalist theory?' and start 
asking 'If it is so that there is empirical support for all these theories, can we arrive 
at an understanding of the ways in which they stand in a logical relation of 
complementarity." (Clark in Smith, 1991:60)
In Smith's latest foray (1996) he persists in stressing the fundamental basis of 
gentrification in production within the context of New York and widens his view to 
include case studies in Budapest, Amsterdam and Paris. Perhaps the main reservation 
one might have with Smith is his self-location as a radical in emphasising his 
production-side arguments as both novel and new and then, simultaneously, adopting 
those parts of consumption theory which serve his overall argument (Atkinson, 1997).
Progress in gentrification research
It is argued that a survey of the gentrification literature exposes its lack of direction 
toward a policy goal and a similar lack of empirical backing of theoretical developments 
within the literature. While goals have been explicitly stated they have been persistently 
invoked rather than reacted upon.
2. Displacement
Smith and LeFaivre (1984) argue that "capitalism is based precisely on its ability to 
displace the working class in all sorts of situations" yet as Bridge (1994) points out, 
Britain has experienced less total forms of gentrification which makes displacement a 
less direct or observable corollary. That capitalism is responsible is less clear than that 
the existence of both markets and certain forms of market control (see Albon and 
Stafford, 1987, on the ill effects of rent control) and it is certainly true to say that the 
opening up of markets in previously state run conditions has had adverse and rampaging 
effects in the gentrification of property and the displacement of households (Tsenkova,
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1994, Smith, 1996). Areas such as Beijing also appear to be undergoing transformation 
on the back of the states' willingness to introduce selective markets.
For many it may be difficult to understand how people can be displaced by what appears 
to be the renewal and beautification of previously run-down areas. When the costs and 
implications of the introduction of relatively wealthier households to these areas are 
understood one can see that the desire by rentier and development capitalists to realise 
the potential profits of an area can lead to both the direct displacement of people through 
harassment and eviction and the indirect displacement through rent increases and 
exclusion from 'hot' property markets (Smith, 1996:138). This more enlightened view 
of the costs and benefits of gentrification highlights the degree to which people with 
money have power over those that don't.
Attention to the displacement of households through gentrification has been 
insignificant in Britain. While displacement can be attributed to a number of causes (see 
LeGates and Hartman, 1981:215) only a proportion of this total figure can be attributed 
to the gentrification process. While Britain has produced little literature directly related 
to displacement, except McCarthy (1974) and Lyons (1995), the literature of the US has 
proliferated due, for the most part, to funding by central government and the use of 
official and commercial housing survey data. As a bulk of the work on displacement has 
been conducted from an American literature base this work is examined in relation to 
the displacement process in Britain and London. This extrapolation is made under the 
assumption that while gentrification forms a cross-national concept displacement is 
likely to be manifest in much the same way; both theoretically and empirically.
Defining Displacement
It is not, however, particular easy in coming to a working definition of displacement. 
While it essentially requires gentrification to have preceded it it can still occur through a 
number of routes and have a number of different outcomes. The Grier's define 
displacement, in their HUD (Department of Housing and Urban Development) 
sponsored study, as happening when;
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"any household is forced to move from its residence by conditions which affect the 
dwelling or its immediate surroundings, and which:
1. are beyond the household's reasonable ability to control or prevent;
2. occur despite the household's having met all previously imposed conditions of 
occupancy; and
3. make continued occupancy by that household impossible, hazardous, or 
unaffordable." (Grier and Grier, in LeGates and Hartman, 1981:214)
Marcuse (op cit.) has developed the concept of displacement that expands the US 
government's definition. Policy on gentrification and abandonment (when property 
becomes so unprofitable that its returns are less than the running costs leading the owner 
to leave it) in the US was premised upon three assumptions which found a) 
abandonment to be 'painful but inevitable', b) gentrification to be a positive 
improvement which caused a "trivial" amount of displacement and c) that gentrification 
was the only real cure for abandonment. Marcuse set out to show how the two 
phenomena were in fact related and expanded the definition provided by the Grier's 
which covered predominantly physical causes such that the following had been 
excluded;
1. Economic and Physical displacement - which may be included as sub-sets within the 
Grier's definition whereby residents are priced out of a dwelling through rent increases 
for example or by physical means such as by heat or by violence.
2. Last resident displacement - counting the last resident as the only displacee.
3. Chain displacement - when a 'historical' perspective is utilised such that counting 
includes the number of residents over time which have been displaced from that 
property.
4. Exclusionary displacement - An important contribution by Marcuse which radically 
reformulates the concept of displacement to include those who are unable to move into 
property which has been vacated voluntarily yet gentrified afterwards such that another 
similar household cannot move in.
These developments have implications for any methodology set up to measure levels of 
displacement since it becomes very difficult to adequately operationalise the concepts.
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Displacement also affects more people than those who are simply displaced. There is an 
effect on other residents who, Marcuse argues, see their;
"neighbourhood changing dramatically, when all their friends are leaving, when 
stores are going out of business and new stores for other clientele are taking their 
places (or none at all are replacing them), when changes in public facilities, 
transportation patterns, support services, are all clearly making the area less and less 
liveable." (Marcuse, op cit:157)
Methodologically speaking (and from the point of view of displacees) this form of 
displacement is important because any figure for displacement produced by using 
before-and-after measurements will lack any measure of this form. The categories 
which Marcuse sets out are not mutually exclusive and highlight the researcher's 
difficulty in measuring displacement when faced with the problems of a longitudinal 
analysis coupled with the difficulty of treading a path between the underestimate of the 
pure conservative or the overestimate of an extreme liberal definitions of displacement 
which are now considered.
It is possible to identify different types of displacement in relation to certain key factors 
in the process. Lee and Hodge (1984) distinguish between liberal and conservative 
definitions of displacement (see also Swanstrom and Kerstein, 1989, who distinguish 
between market and conflict approaches). The latter referring to whether any move may 
be considered involuntary other than through eviction or destruction of property and the 
former to any factor which appears to act upon the displacee such as rent increases or 
harassment. Crucially the dividing line between these definitions affect the perceived 
magnitude of the phenomenon. As Lee and Hodge point out;
"Beyond general agreement that displacement refers to involuntary mobility 
instigated by forces external to the household, considerable variation exists in the 
detailed meanings attached to the term." (1984:144)
LeGates and Hartman (1981) and Lee and Hodge (1984:148) distinguish further 
between private and public modes of displacement in which private refers to 
displacement which has not resulted from use of public funds; public displacement is 
clearly self explanatory. These types are also referred to in the British literature insofar
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as reference is made to the way in which rehabilitation grants have been used by 
landlords to gentrify property (McCarthy, 1974, Balchin, 1995:67,) and by the in- 
movers themselves (Hamnett, 1973, Merrett, 1976:45) but the means testing of grant 
applicants since 1990 has effectively ceased the relationship. Work has been done on 
other ways in which the state may be involved in the displacement process, for example 
planning and local policies which may facilitate gentrification (see Ambrose and 
Colenutt on North Southwark, 1977, Chambers, 1988 on Hammersmith and Fulham 
and Cameron, 1992, on Tyneside and London's Docklands).
The public sector has clearly sponsored redevelopment and urban programmes such as 
demolition and road building which have also contributed to displacement but are not 
associated with gentrification in which it is the market mechanism which enables the 
process to take place so that it is market, rather than political power, which may be held 
to account even though such simplifications may become blurred and overlap in the 
final analysis. In the public mode of displacement, in which impact assessment, 
compensation and participation take place one can see a model of arbitration needed to 
take place in cases of displacement from gentrification so that human rights can be 
protected (Leckie, 1995).
Displacement in the past
As has been pointed out (Smith and Williams, 1986:2), many of the earlier writers 
dealing with gentrification were highly empirical and did not get much beyond its 
outward appearance; that of the physical upgrading of long forsaken tracts of the inner 
urban environment which were in need of rehabilitating. The ideological and physical 
desirability of protecting the gentrification process were linked in part to the US 
taxation system by which operation revenues were generated locally (LeGates and 
Hartman, 1986, Smith, 1996). Thus the influx of higher income residents moving into 
an area was seen as positive, as was the rehabilitation of the inner urban environment. It 
can also be argued that benefits have accrued to owner occupiers in gentrified areas who 
may have seen the value of their houses rise dramatically. The late seventies brought a 
more theoretically based set of works which began to show the underlying and anti-
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social nature of the processes going on. While theoretical schisms have continued until 
the present to divide researchers and commentators, this approach to the subject has 
revealed far more about gentrification.
Writers have previously managed to provide invaluable data yet the ideological 
manipulation of this data has become apparent (see for example the debate between 
Sumka, 1979 and Hartman, 1979a, on the divergence between government and 
academic figures of displacement). These problems aside it has been possible for 
commentators to establish annual flows of displacement (Marcuse, 1986, LeGates and 
Hartman, 1981, 1986, Leckie, 1995). Sumka (1979) has shown that annually 500,000 
US households were displaced (approximately 2 million people).
The social characteristics and origination of gentrifiers have been identified (LeGates 
and Hartman, op cit, McCarthy, 1974, Ley, 1994, Munt, 1987, Bridge, 1994, Zukin, 
1982, Warde, 1991) and those of the displacees (LeGates and Hartman, op cit., Henig, 
1980, 1984, Chan, 1986, DeGiovanni, 1986, McCarthy, 1974, Lyons, 1995, Smith, 
1996) - low income, white working class, the elderly, ethnic minorities (less often since 
areas predominated by ethnic minorities become popular far more slowly (although see 
Chan, 1986, on Chinatown in Montreal and Smith, 1995, on the emergence of the 
Bronx).
Chan also summarises the adverse psycho-social effects of displacement;
"effects of forced uprooting and relocation on them are particularly severe partly 
because they are most likely to be long-term residents dependent on the 
neighbourhood's institutions and locally-based social network, and partly because 
they are low in resources, and, therefore, would be more likely to experience forced 
relocation and uprootedness as a crisis" (Chan, 1986:66)
LeGates, Hartman and Leckie have also written on the ill effects of displacement as a 
psychological factor in the gentrification equation. The destination and living 
circumstances of displacees, post gentrification has been documented (LeGates and 
Hartman, op cit., McCarthy, op cit., Henig, op cit., Smith op cit.) - to more expensive 
(80-85% of displacees had to pay more for worse accommodation, Hartman, 1979a:23),
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persistent or worse overcrowding, often inferior but frequently adjacent accommodation 
to their original location this is often because of a lack of resources to move any further 
and often moves are made to friends or relatives households which accounts for much of 
the observed overcrowding.
Displacement from gentrification has been defined by Leckie as occurring;
"when households have their housing choices made by another social group and this 
may be aided by a legislature which often favours the powerful, the moneyed or the 
landowning" (Leckie, 1995: 24).
This provides a strong baseline definition which shows that displacement is not always, 
or simply, a violent or harassment based process as was often mentioned in the British 
literature (Merrett, 1976:44, Hamnett and Williams, 1979:5). Displacement is to be 
associated as much with constraint, social closure, legislative favouritism and market 
bias as pure coercion (Marcuse, 1986).
Marcuse's work is important because it reveals the complexity of displacement, its 
history and its dependence on a variety of factors. The fact that the categories he sets out 
are not mutually exclusive highlights the difficulty of measuring displacement by the 
researcher who has to tackle the problems of a longitudinal analysis and the difficulty of 
treading a path between the underestimate of the pure conservative or the overestimate 
of the extreme liberal definition. The linking of methodology and ideology in these 
developments is important in understanding both the meaning of the concept of 
displacement in relation to the gentrification phenomenon and in understanding how 
such conceptualisations may be linked to the research process.
Displacement in London
As has already been mentioned, little work has been done on displacement in London 
yet the increasing polarisation and occupational change of that area has been noted 
(Hamnett, 1976, Hall and Ogden, 1992, Harloe, 1992). In combination with the British 
work done on gentrification in London with international literature on displacement it is
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possible to gain some insights into the nature of the process in a grounded location such 
as London.
In Britain the Department of the Environment carried out a survey in twelve inner 
London boroughs (McCarthy, 1974) to find out three things, first, to what extent 
existing residents were benefiting from house renovation, second, if they were not, why 
did they move away, where to, and to what end, and third, did outward moving 
households have different social characteristics to in-moving ones. The final aim was 
based around the hypothetical involvement of gentrification in the renovation process. 
In addition the study traced the residents in those properties as far as was possible.
The study found that household movement before renovation was marked such that "the 
improvement of living conditions did not benefit the original residents." (McCarthy, 
1974:3). In total 68% of applications sampled had been preceded by the outward 
movement of at least one household, almost three quarters of all households had moved 
away. Of those leaving 80% were tenants, as might be expected.
A sequence of vacation, sale and then improvement appeared prevalent. Interestingly, 
very few households were dissatisfied with their new accommodation - this may have 
been due to the escape from harassment and eviction, rather than a real improvement in 
living standards. By far the largest reason for moves was landlord harassment (43%). 
Most importantly McCarthy described this process as one in which the "housing costs 
associated with improved (and improvable) dwellings in inner London...tend to act as a 
social sieve" (McCarthy, op cit:19).
Lyons (1995), study examined the effect of gentrification on displacement in London 
over the censal period 1971-81, in particular looking at the socio-economic, geographic 
and migratory aspects of the process. As with McCarthy, Lyons finds that local 
migration is associated with low status households while longer range migration may be 
associated with those of higher status indicating their relation to constraint and choice 
respectively. For Lyons displacement is linked to gentrification and consumer choice for
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the gentrifiers but for the displacees, because of their lack of market power, they are 
subject to constraint and coercion in their moves; or pull and push factors.
Research in the US (Galster and Peacock, 1986) has taken this approach further using 
census data, regression analysis and four dependent variables selected as key 
gentrification variables; percentage black, percentage college educated, real median 
income and real median property values. These were then analysed with regard to a 
range of other variables to see which had an impact on the level of incidence of the 
gentrification variables. The research found that the different measures and levels of 
stringency applied lead to varying levels of the manifestation being identified according 
to the different operational definitions used.
These three studies formed the inspiration for this research which needed to use a 
longitudinal analysis to study a before and after situation and which acknowledged that 
use of the census would be the unrivalled data set to use (see limitations later). The 
study was to examine a number of variables as the key dynamics behind gentrification - 
professionals and managers, those with some form of higher education and owner 
occupiers. These were selected because of the weight of empirical and theoretical 
evidence suggesting them to be key characteristics of gentrifiers and gentrification 
activity. It was not possible to elaborate the concept of gentrification any further 
because of the restrictive nature of the census questions, a question on income for 
example would have been invaluable in this respect. The research then sought to 
examine the relationship between these variables and a set of key displacement 
variables taken predominantly from the North American literature on the justification 
that the two countries' forms of gentrification were not wholly incommensurable.
Hamnett and Williams (1979) have pointed out the difficulties of obtaining data on the 
displacement phenomenon. However, the vast outpouring of studies, reports and 
assessments of displacement in countries like America, Canada and Australia 
demonstrate that this work can be done on the initiative of government, academics, 
neighbourhood and national groups. In the tighter budgeting being pursued by 
governments world-wide it is not surprising that the funding and the research in this area
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has declined since the late eighties, especially in view of the resources needed to 
undertake this research; the Grier's report of 1978, for example, examined displacement 
in eighteen cities. It is equally probable that the results of such surveys are held to be 
unsavoury by the power brokers and gentrification agents whose interests are 
compromised by such work.
While the issue of displacement may be defined as one of social justice, since it involves 
the constraint of housing rights of those who have been identified as the weakest or 
poorest groups of society (see LeGates and Hartman, 1986, but also Lee and Hodge, 
1984 who dispute such an 'underclass' thesis), it must be quantified in order to assess 
the magnitude of problem. This is problematic on two counts; first, it is difficult to 
measure gentrification over, or at any point in, time and, second, the exact quantification 
has been subject to debates surrounding definitions and the social positions of the 
debaters (for a classic example of this see Hartman's, 1979a, response to Sumka, 1979, 
and Sumka's counter-response to issues of method and measurement).
The problem of displacement in America has been given little weight by the government 
who have perceived it as being too small to worry about, especially in the context of the 
perceived good that neighbourhood revitalisation has done to the inner city environment. 
It may be considered no coincidence that while the US government sees only positive 
benefits (also possibly due to the taxation system in which revenue is collected 'locally' 
so that benefits are to gained from increasing the status of an area), researchers on behalf 
of neighbourhoods and legal aid projects find large scale injustices.
Marcuse, for example, finds displacement in New York to be estimated between 10,000 
and 40,000 households per year (Marcuse, 1986). Such figures are obviously linked to 
the prevalence of gentrification activity at any point in time. LeGates and Hartman 
(1981 and 1986) indicate that an 'approximately and conservative' total annual 
displacement figure for the US amounts to 2.5 million persons, compared to the 
approximately 2 million people implicated in Marcuse's work. LeGates and Hartman 
also cite the growing awareness of the problem by the government at that time which 
reported to Congress that 2.4 million people were being annually displaced based on
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only a 'private' definition of the phenomenon. Smith shows that Redevelopment 
Authority files from Society Hill in Philadelphia give a figure of 6,000 residents 
displaced since 1959 to make way for gentrification.
Figures for Britain have nowhere been forthcoming but tentative figures have been 
indicated by Leckie (1995) who estimates an annual figure of 144,000 people being 
forcefully evicted each year. He estimates that a further 60,000 or more will be evicted 
annually in the future, only a certain proportion of these figures, however, will relate to 
gentrification-related displacement because of the their relationship with eviction. 
However, it is evident that the former figure is taken from an OPCS commissioned 
study (Pickering and Rauta, 1992) which gave the figure of 1 in 10 tenants been 
harassed each year (see also Jew, 1994). This was, however, based on a question which 
asked if the tenant had been made in any way uncomfortable which cannot be directly 
related to displacement per se. In fact 2% of all tenants in the survey had experienced 
landlords who had tried to evict them in other ways, a euphemism for harassment. These 
figures are not an adequate foundation for a comparison with the North American 
literature but indicate some quantification of the contemporary phenomenon, an 
enormous research hiatus which also hinders further work.
While the policy impact of research may be considered limited (Bulmer, 1986) 
according to factors such as receptiveness, finance and ideology it does not make the 
project of understanding and quantifying displacement any less worthwhile. The exact 
relationship between gentrification and displacement has been rarely explicated and the 
attempt to do so remains an important social scientific quest. In many respects 
displacement is more easily understood than gentrification even if it is harder to 
measure. The clustering of a group of diverse phenomena labelled as gentrification is 
complex but more directly visible whereas displacement can only be measured directly 
by looking at those agencies which may come into contact with such people. Even then 
it is not always going to be the case that displacees end up at some form of help centre, 
local authorities only keep records of those that approach them as homeless for the 
unintentionally homeless, pregnant women, families, disabled and the elderly. This 
means that local authority records will be an inadequate way of measuring displacement.
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A displacement research agenda
Gentrification was beneficial to the middle class in-migrants who took advantage of low 
priced and well located inner city residences. However, while large gains were to be 
made there were also negative consequences which have been subjected to ideological 
treatments which have only served to confuse understanding of the scale of such effects. 
This can be clearly seen in work like that of Lee and Hodge (op cit.) which describes 
displacement along the lines of the conservative definition of displacement which they 
propose;
"Within the context of revitalization, the displacement of poor and powerless 
residents through eviction, condominium conversion, and massive rent or property 
tax increases constitutes an unfortunate side effect of middle class reinvestment in 
central-city housing...residential displacement is thought by some to signal a new 
era of urban health." (Lee and Hodge, 1984:141)
The degree to which both replacement and displacement then can be seen as neutral and 
'natural' courses of the life history of the urban environment is questionable. Dislocation 
may still require a policy response and the gentrification boom years of the eighties have 
not been assessed with regard to their impact on displacement, in America and Britain.
LeGates and Hartman (1986) have identified the need for a comparative research agenda 
which identifies the similarity of patterns, the possible identification of a global pattern 
and the explanation and understanding of displacement. A fourth point may be added; 
the understanding of displacement in relation to a measured policy response dependent 
on the magnitude of the problem. Now, most clear of all is the need for research to be 
done in Britain in order that any of these aims be achieved.
Many writers have alluded to the existence of research agendas which need exploring 
(Van Weesep, 1994, Smith, 1991) yet few have attempted to tackle the issues which 
they identify as being needy of attention. Lees and Bondi (1995) perceive the inability of 
gentrification research to provide any synthesis as a weakness and an artificial position 
of intellectual power by denying the commensurability of the different theoretical
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positions i.e. that theories, in particular the rent and value gaps, are portrayed as being 
based on radically different epistemological grounds. Clark's work stands as a 
refreshing approach among those theorists (1992, 1994). While Smith and Hamnett 
make nodding acknowledgements of the roots of each others work no real conciliatory 
work has been written.
Research in gentriflcation may be viewed as orthodox. It has set up new laws which 
dictate that the process has an underlying and non-divergent homogeneity. References to 
the inner city as its only location of existence are a good example of this approach. Its 
demise has been prematurely predicted (Bourne, 1993) when it has persisted in its 
class/income forms continuing to replace and displace working class populations. 
Debate has become stale. Writers are still debating the merits of the theoretical aspects 
to an approach to gentriflcation (Warde, Butler and Hamnett, Bourne, Smith, Hamnett) 
while an empirical agenda has been shifted to one side. In other words it is not going 
anywhere. The lack of effect of this body of literature upon the enlightening of decision 
making and policy processes is stunning; writers are flogging a dead theoretical horse 
and achieving little by doing so.
Agendas are clearly worth asserting if they are utilised to forward and expand 
knowledge to inform both social science and policy makers actions in whatever context 
this may be. In this climate a certain amount of time needs spending on the defining of 
what gentriflcation and displacement are and what is aimed to be achieved by 
identifying these phenomena.
While writers such as Clark have chosen to describe gentriflcation as 'backward 
filtering' (Clark, 1992:16) or, rather, a reverse of the sub-urbanisation process there is no 
evidence available to suggest that renewed filtering of this kind is occurring. Lees and 
Bondi (1995) frame the de-gentrification debate in terms of a 'revanchist anti-urbanism' 
(Lees and Bondi, 1995:249) in which as Smith (1995) concurs 'race/class/gender terror' 
is experienced by middle and upper class whites who feel threatened and 
disenfranchised by an imagined theft of the city from them.
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The de-gentrification debate is clearly to be contextualised within ideological references 
to the residential and working environments of the city in which power is not just 
expressed through control over residential choice but also over manipulation of the 
imagery of the city by which a moral panic of decay and violence is expressed by those 
who have appropriated areas of the city. As Lees and Bondi argue it is not possible for 
writers to suggest that a gentrification has halted in order to provide a basis for a de- 
gentrification debate, rather, it is necessary for hard evidence to be put forward 
indicating a reversal of the process.
In the context of a gentrification saturation point (Atkinson, 1995:17, Lees and Bondi, 
1995:248) it is possible to understand the current gentrification scenario as one of stasis 
through satiation rather than a full cessation being reached. Advocates of Smith's rent 
gap approach see gentrification as a phenomenon contingent upon a flux of investment 
and disinvestment by capital in which gaps appear where disinvestment occurs such that 
profits can be made from higher and more profitable uses coming into play. Of course 
the value judgement used to legitimate the revalorization of land for the middle classes 
is that it is a better use and that it aids the revitalisation of the inner city. In cases of 
gentrification outside the city (see Parsons analysis of the process in Nottinghamshire 
and North Norfolk, 1981) revitalisation is less important than in the decayed inner cities. 
Appropriation of well located and relatively cheap housing, usually through resale rather 
than tenure transfer, does little to benefit local communities who have been out bid from 
purchasing in their own area.
In the context of the de-gentrification debate the issue of displacement remains high on 
the agenda because of two questions. The first relates to the issue of displacement as an 
urban legacy which has neither been defined nor examined. The second relates to the 
need for an extension of a historical knowledge of the phenomenon with regard to the 
continuing possibility of gentrification related displacement in the future.
New urban forms or gentrification?
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The definition of gentrification and displacement already given actually allow a diverse 
variety of urban practices to be included under these umbrella terms. Marcuse (1986) for 
example has shown that the existence of a variety of different kinds of displacement 
makes only a range rather than a precise quantification possible. Going further LeGates 
and Hartman (1981) have shown that displacement can be caused by a variety of factors. 
Of that sub-set of figures, of displacement related to gentrification, this is further 
complicated by both the definition and measurement of the gentrification itself.
Murie (1991) has examined the gentrification process in terms of the resale of property 
bought under the right-to-buy. Some of this property previously owned by the public 
sector may be seen as desirable by gentrifiers. However, these are not gentrifiers in the 
classic sense. Rather they are gentrifiers by virtue of their being of a higher socio- 
economic group than those they buy the property off. In addition they may not need to 
renovate the property nor do they displace the original residents. While some would 
argue that this shows how the gentrification process can be as positive a process as 
negative it must be seen that this is a reformulation of the traditional process of 
gentrification.
Conversion activity in areas of London of previously industrial, ecclesiastical and 
educational property has led to developments trying to cater for and provide a 
metropolitan imagery similar to that of the Manhattan style lofts in which space is ample 
and personal expression is maximised. Zukin (1982) has described such a process 
occurring in New York. While clearly acknowledged as gentrification this form requires 
property which may not necessarily have ever been in residential use, only that there is 
plenty of space.
The descent into post-modernity
Recent accounts of gentrification, predominantly from the other side of the Atlantic 
(Mills, 1993 and Wheeler, 1995) are beginning to adopt a stance related to a deeper shift 
in social scientific thinking in which the cultural and economic status of the event of
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gentrification is critically examined. Post-modernism is a paradigm in which the 
possibility of asserting a paradigmatic view of the world is questioned. The breakdown 
of hierarchies and the certainties of a period of 'modernism' has resulted in a 
contemporary situation in which certainty, truth and authority are relativised and the 
grand theories and narratives of past years become questioned to a point in which 
fragmentation is the only eventuality (Bauman, 1992).
Wheeler has directly associated post-modernism with "white people moving into the 
neighbourhood and brown people having to move out" (Wheeler, 1991:1). 
Gentrification for Wheeler goes hand in hand with post-modernism which is seen as 
covering up the realities of the process by appropriating and destroying, simultaneously, 
the history of the urban landscape in which it takes place.
Interestingly Wheeler's rendition of the phases of the post-modern image bear a marked 
resemblance to the phases of appropriation described by Wiener of the gentry's 
succession by the bourgeoisie. First, the image is part of a culture [the gentry], second, 
the image is rejected as outmoded [the rise of the bourgeoisie], and finally, the image is 
brought back to life self-consciously as part of a new style of living [the emulation and 
use of a gentry aesthetic by the bourgeoisie]. What then can be made of this similarity? 
Post-modernism appears to reflect a constant process of appropriation like the 
Victoriana of Melbourne (Jager, 1986) or the 'conspicuous thrift' of Islington (Lees and 
Bondi, 1995)
The problem with these important developments is their reliance on relativised truth 
which renders empirical analysis powerless to assert any 'real' picture of a phenomena. 
The heart of a subject becomes a question of ideological and social constructs. Rather, 
the assertions of post-modern literature on the subject, questions the ability of the 
researcher to undertake any form of empirical analysis of a phenomenon other than 
through qualitative accounts.
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Conclusion
This chapter has sought to examine gentrification in its current forms through the 
available literature. This has been done via the typology of historical, theoretical and 
empirical headings in order to add clarity and structure to what is essentially a diverse 
and 'chaotic' literature. The self-referential nature of the literature is due in part to its 
inability to find a common thread in the study of its subject matter in terms of the people 
involved, the social structures at work and means in general by which the process takes 
place.
The history of gentrification has two sides; First, gentrification has been going on for a 
certain amount of time as a discreet social process among others and, second, a body of 
literature and analysis has grown up around that social phenomenon in order to try and 
understand it. As three decades have passed since Glass first wrote on the subject the 
phenomenon itself has diversified under the broad heading of gentrification. It has been 
the task of gentrification theories, stemming from broad social science perspectives, to 
come to terms with these developments.
Like the study of housing in general, as argued by Kemeny (1991) gentrification has 
adopted the theories of the social sciences in all their diversity; from economics to 
sociology. It is equally true that theories have been developed that have been specifically 
designed to understand and model the process in its various facets. This has placed the 
study of gentrification firmly within the realm of the urban theorist and may be equated 
with a sincere desire to produce a theoretically mature account of the process.
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Chapter Three - Theory and method in gentrification and 
displacement research
Introduction
Having conducted a survey of the components, theories and research within the area of 
gentrification and displacement the relationship of theory to the empirical work which 
follows is examined. This is addressed for two reasons;
(a) It has been argued (Rose, 1984, Beauregard, 1986, Hamnett and Williams, 1979, 
Bridge, 1994) that gentrification is a theoretically, and empirically diverse and complex 
process so that some attention must be given to our preconceptualisations and the 
construction of the phenomena under study, and;
(b) Theory itself is a key component of empirical research which informs and underpins 
it and which demands specific consideration prior to operationalising the research.
1. Theory, gentrification and displacement
To some extent it is possible to define theory by its function which Craib describes as 
'the interpretation of whatever facts we might be able to discover and agree 
on...indeed...we need a theory to tell us what the facts are' (1984:10). Craib talks of 
social theory as having three dimensions, that is, that theorists are doing three different 
things at the same time. These dimensions are; cognitive, affective and normative;
1) The cognitive dimension refers to theory as a way of establishing knowledge about 
the social world.
2) The affective dimension 'embodies the experience and feelings of the theorist (since) 
any theoretical debate involves more than rational argument' (p. 19).
3) The third dimension, the normative, refers to the way theory makes implicit or 
explicit assumptions about the way the world should be. In other words certain
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proposals and a degree of criticism will come out of the theory since it is not possible to 
be unbiased or take a neutral stance on a subject.
One needs to be aware of these dimensions when pursuing research. The perception that 
displacement is unjust shows a value bias in the research based upon certain 
assumptions, later expanded. This quality of theory can be summarised through the use 
of a somewhat kaleidoscopic analogy given by O'Brien; namely social theory provides 
the means to conceive that which might only be perceived since it;
"involves the continual generation of new questions about social life so that our 
ability to explain and understand what is happening in society improves [as the] 
components of the world being investigated combine and recombine into new 
patterns as they are viewed through different theoretical perspectives" (1993:11).
The debates surrounding the extent to which social theory may be considered to be 
'scientific' are largely based upon people's conception of science or whether social 
theory should in fact be concerned to follow the western scientific model at all (Keat and 
Urry, 1982). The result has been the questioning of a positivist view of social science in 
which natural science was emulated (Winch, 1960, Kuhn, 1970).
The 'realist' notion of the purpose of social theory is now relatively commonplace, it 
asserts that theories;
"enable us to give causal explanations of observable phenomena, and of the regular 
relations that exist between them. Further, such explanations must make reference 
to the underlying structures and mechanisms which are involved in the causal 
process. It is these structures and mechanisms which it is the task of theories to 
explain." (Keat and Urry, 1982:32).
Rather than viewing theory as having a direct correspondence with an external reality 
Domingues (1996) has argued that theory has a 'sensitising' character and that one 
cannot 'know' the complexity of social reality since it is always shifting and concepts 
can rarely, if ever, be said to have a universal quality. In the observation of gentrification 
the;
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"experienced "spotter" can detect brass door knockers, pastel colours, paper 
lanterns, bamboo blinds, and light, open interiors of the inner areas of many 
cities." (Williams, 1986:57)
Theory is advocated by Williams as a preventive for such superficial observation 
because of the over-simplifying picture that it presents and its lack of depth. One should 
question the degree to which such features are true indicators of the underlying 
economic features of the process, or any kinds of indicators for that matter. These ideas 
are advanced in the next section.
Gentrification theory
Problems of adequately understanding gentrification have often involved its 
theorisation; its comparability over cultural and research contexts, the various levels of 
analysis that this implies and understanding the novel or constant forms that should or 
should not be included under the term (Carpenter and Lees, 1995, Clark, 1994, Smith, 
1991, 1995). Theory is crucial to the way one may conceive, and therefore perceive, 
gentrification through the methodological tools at our disposal. To bridge the gap 
between mind and social world, data collection forms the basis of any substantive 
empirical claims about what is 'out there'.
Smith and Williams provide us with a good starting point for a discussion of the 
constitution of gentrification which they define as;
"the rehabilitation of working-class and derelict housing and the consequent 
transformation of an area into a middle class neighbourhood" (1986:1)
Many writers (Williams, 1986, Beauregard, 1986, Clark, 1992, Saunders, 1981, and 
Bridge, 1994) have highlighted and tried to come to terms with the under-theorised 
nature of the study of gentrification, either in terms of its conceptualisation or in forming 
more strongly theorised research methodologies. Kemeny's (1992) work also relates to 
the study of gentrification where his broad argument is for the development of stronger 
theoretical concepts in examining housing issues instead of borrowing those from other
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disciplines on an ad hoc basis. It is this development that is more explicitly considered 
here.
Towards a theory of gentrification.
In considering theories of gentrification it is necessary to be aware of some guiding 
criteria as to the adequacy of such theories. As Saunders argues 'empirical testability is 
an essential condition of theoretical adequacy' (1981:280) and that the prerequisite of 
theoretical dependency does not undermine this claim. This means that any theory, in 
this case of gentrification, should be verifiable by looking at the phenomenon itself. This 
may be explained by using Saunders' argument that 'explanations that are inherently 
immune from empirical evaluation, even on their own terms, in effect explain nothing' 
(p.285). Theories should therefore be open to challenge from contradictory findings 
when tested empirically otherwise one may be
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'layers of meaning' each of which penetrate deeper towards the most important 
processes needed for a non-ideological interpretation of the process.
Beauregard gives three levels on which theory may operate with regard to the 
gentrification process. He states that at the thinnest layer of meaning one may see the 
journalistic and promotional representations, each with their interests in increased 
economic activity in the city. They present, misrepresent and convey an ideology 
designed to perpetuate gentrification. The second layer is the empirical layer of 
assessments, also argued against by Williams as inadequate, working from a scientific 
methodology using empirical regularities as causal explanation. These accounts tend to 
ignore the dynamics and the changes involved in gentrification by ignoring the multiple 
contingent actions and occurrences that combine to produce this activity. The third layer 
on which gentrification explanations may operate is a level of more theoretical analyses. 
This level attempts to get at the underlying structural forces which 'have created and 
currently drive the process of gentrification' (1986:38).
In order to appreciate the varying forms that gentrification may take it is necessary that 
any theory takes account of these differing forms to produce a more accurate account. In 
Loretta Lees (1994) comparative study of London and New York the fundamental 
feature of the analysis is its gearing towards those elements which may diverge across 
time and space (although see Lees and Carpenter, 1995 for a more convergent picture of 
the progress of gentrification). The contextual boundaries identified are locality, city and 
country. Within this wide-ranging framework it is then possible to look at the specific 
aspects of the gentrification process occurring. In terms of the legislative aspects of 
these two countries, it is possible and necessary to be context specific whilst recognising 
the power of an interpretative framework to be applied to other situations and 'filled in' 
with the subsequent details. This means that an adequate theory of gentrification will be 
one that utilises contextual detail in a more inclusive frame stepping from the abstract to 
the specific.
In Bridge's (1994) reappraisal of the class and residence dimensions of gentrification he 
argues that current accounts are often inadequate because of their omission of specific
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detail, in particular the attachment to neighbourhood over time and the gender 
dimensions (see also Warde, 1991), in addition to the older concerns such as class or 
area. These accounts show a need for the theorisation of gentrification to be addressed in 
terms of comprehensive and often small scale phenomena and processes which may 
well fit in with a broader frame but are concerned specifically with those details which 
are vital to a more complete explication.
As Williams argues, the nature of theory that has focused on gentrification has been 
inadequate in two main ways. First, discussion has concentrated upon people and places 
with little regard given to their relative importance or the processes underlying them. 
Second, attempts that have been made have emphasised production-based elements (the 
requirements of capital) or consumption based theory in which urban politics and 
housing classes have been the main concerns (Williams, 1986). As with many 
theoretical problems the solution lies in the synthesis of such ideas in this case Marxist 
and Weberian ideas, about the nature of gentrification as in the project carried out by 
Clark (1994) in his analysis of the rent and value gap theories.
Gentrification: Its comparison and definition
One can come to a better understanding of the theory of gentrification by looking at the 
phenomenon in a comparative context in which the common and divergent features can 
be seen more clearly. It is possible to distinguish between manifestations occurring 
longitudinally (over, or at different points in time), and horizontally (in different 
geographical locations). Debates about what can be considered gentrification are not 
new:
'Does it apply when working-class households in peripheral housing estates are 
gradually displaced by a group with marginally higher incomes? Must a 
neighbourhood be entirely transformed? How elastic is the term?... How portable is 
the concept? Can it be applied in a meaningful way to cities around the globe, in 
their diverse societal contexts? Is there an 'Atlantic gap'?' (Musterd and van 
Weesep, 1990: 11)
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As other urban forms have emerged these questions become more complex but although 
the dynamics of the process may vary in different places and times it is likely that 
certain fundamental elements of its constitution show a greater degree of inflexibility 
and it is these factors which form gentriflcation's defining features.
An analysis of gentriflcation definitions shows those elements that are essential and 
those that seem to show what is peripheral to the process. Smith and Williams (1986) 
begin with a strong definition, introduced above, which allows derelict property to be 
included. This is important because it shows that non-displacing/replacing succession by 
middle class immigrants may also be called gentriflcation.
Any definition which included renovation or physical upgrading, often seen as an 
integral part of the gentriflcation process, would be invalidated where it did not form a 
part of the process, as would any other context sensitive characteristic. One should 
therefore be aware of which components of gentriflcation are contextual and which are 
more rigid or persistent. Take, for example, a situation where a middle class family 
move into a previously working class property, even if they decide not to renovate the 
property it is still quite clearly a case of gentriflcation since it is fundamentally a social 
process. Gentriflcation shows the action by this upper status grouping acting upon a 
physical environment occupied by a lower social grouping than themselves. Robson 
(1975) considered that filtering should be measured as a process based on devaluation 
and revaluation such that rental and price measures should be used to measure the 
process, rather than social or status measures.
Reference to the more widespread influence of affluent in-migrants came earlier in 
accounts such as that by Hamnett and Williams who described it as;
'the colonization of working class inner areas of certain cities by the middle classes 
[that] commonly involves the physical renovation of houses that were frequently 
previously privately rented up to the standards required by the new owner 
occupying middle class residents who generally bring with them a distinctive life 
style and set of tastes.' (Hamnett and Williams 1979:1)
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The applicability of a class-based analysis began to be questioned during the mid- 
eighties when Smith showed that transatlantic-Atlantic divergence existed over what to 
call this phenomenon;
'Many American analysts have been uncomfortable with the term 'gentrification' 
(with its obvious class connotations), preferring labels such as the "back-to-the-city 
movement", "neighbourhood revitalization", and "brownstoneing", all of which 
were indicative of underlying divergences in what was believed to be central to 
this process.' (Williams 1986: 65)
Such definitions and disputes have not come any closer to a universally accepted 
definition but have revealed the complexity of the dynamics behind it. It might be 
suggested that such a definition is tacitly understood between researchers and that it is 
important that such a definition is made explicit to provide a concept with given criteria 
so that cases can be distinguished. It can be argued that it is not rigorous enough to 
suggest that a tacitly agreed conceptualisation is adequate.
There is a contrast to be made between accounts that have stressed what Beauregard has 
described as an 'ideal type' approach (Beauregard 1986) where the uniformity of the 
phenomenon is observed and those accounts that acknowledge that differences in its 
manifestation may be included under a central conceptual heading. It is, after all, such 
differences that provide both a more realistic picture of cultural differentiation and 
illumination than accounts which stress uniformity. Elaborate definitions are more 
specific in their referents that pinpoint it longitudinally and horizontally, it is therefore 
important that a baseline definition does not include those factors that may diverge over 
time and space. Contextual factors would be included according to the particular area 
under study and should be acknowledged as contingent.
Gentrification and novel urban forms
Contemporary phenomena are now considered which are beginning to manifest 
themselves that force attention on contradictory elements which create questions in 
relation to a definition of gentrification. These phenomena have been included under the
57
conceptual heading of gentrification as defined above and need to be assessed and 
explained.
Although the ebb and flow of gentrification in Britain today appears to have declined, it 
is important to understand what form it takes when the factors that would be thought to 
halt the process have not done so. Recent observation has shown gentrification to be 
occurring in London (Warde 1991, Bridge 1993a and 1993b, Lees 1994) and the north- 
east of England (Cameron 1992) 1 . Later interviews with estate agents confirmed that 
having climbed out of the recession certain parts of the market in parts of London, 
notably gentrified areas and the upper end of the market, were as buoyant as they ever 
were.
One can look for gentrification in other areas, such as the effect of the 1988 Rent Act 
that has deregulated tenancies so that low income tenants are being replaced by high 
income tenants as deregulation has led to insecurity of tenure (Jew, 1994). Housing 
benefit changes have also pushed down the ability of tenants to pay high rents.
Lower levels of gentrification today may be due to a "gentrification saturation point" 
(Atkinson, 1995). In such circumstances supplies of gentrifiable property and gentrifiers 
are exhausted leading to a temporary cessation. However, even if this is the case 
occupational restructuring and changes in taste, about what property may be deemed 
gentrifiable, may lead to new movements being made at any time. Recent trends in the 
conversion of schoolhouse, ecclesiastical and industrial property in working class areas 
are examples of this redefinition of gentrifiable property and may open new avenues that 
lead to the gentrification of surrounding housing.
The extent to which the 'right to buy' legislation has led to incumbent upgrading 
through a tenure shift from public rented to owner occupied has not been speculated 
upon and is clearly an issue of what constitute class and status boundaries. If class may 
be defined by tenure then the right to buy legislation has created the largest single
'journalistic accounts have been much more prolific in their identification of gentrified areas but this 
may be as much the desire to create as to observe patterns of gentrification.
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example of non-displacing gentrification in the world. A nation of home owners, 
however, does not equal a middle class nation even if many may believe that the rights 
of ownership confer greater social status. It is more likely however that the of 
council stock has engendered something approaching gentrification in some areas 
(Murie, 1991).
It looks as if this area may continue to be worthy of some attention. The debate 
surrounding the resale of formerly housing association properties in areas like the lake 
district and fears of a retiring middle class flood of migrants toward the south west have 
provoked interest in a purchase tax to help finance housing schemes for the local 
population. Fears have also been expressed by those not wanting to see business
investment be hindered in what are some of the poorest parts of Britain .
The 'state facilitation' of gentrification was argued by Chambers (1988) to have 
occurred in area action projects in London where often the result was significant shifts in 
tenure from renting to owning after concentrated rehabilitation grant activity had 
occurred. Grants for landlords remain available although compulsory letting is required 
for a period of five years. There is no reason to assume, however, that this precludes the 
possibility of the rehabilitation of a property in preparation for owner occupation with an 
obvious time lag.
Cameron noted that area activity by urban development corporations resulted in 
'disbenefits' accruing to those who had been targeted as benefiting from renewal 
activity in both the Docklands of London and Tyneside (Cameron 1992) state 
facilitation may then need reconceptualizing in terms of the gentrification process. 
Rehabilitation has become less prominent in recent accounts (Warde 1991, Bridge 
1993b, Lees op cit. ad Smith, 1996) but is likely to be involved if a change in the taste 
and/or demands of in-movers is different from the original inhabitants or if 
disinvestment in the property has occurred.
Gibb, 1997, "Incomers face tax on sunshine homes", April 8
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conceptual heading of gentrification as defined above and need to be assessed and 
explained.
Although the ebb and flow of gentrification in Britain today appears to have declined, it 
is important to understand what form it takes when the factors that would be thought to 
halt the process have not done so. Recent observation has shown gentrification to be 
occurring in London (Warde 1991, Bridge 1993a and 1993b, Lees 1994) and the north- 
east of England (Cameron 1992) 1 . Later interviews with estate agents confirmed that 
having climbed out of the recession certain parts of the market in parts of London, 
notably gentrified areas and the upper end of the market, were as buoyant as they ever 
were.
One can look for gentrification in other areas, such as the effect of the 1988 Rent Act 
that has deregulated tenancies so that low income tenants are being replaced by high 
income tenants as deregulation has led to insecurity of tenure (Jew, 1994). Housing 
benefit changes have also pushed down the ability of tenants to pay high rents.
Lower levels of gentrification today may be due to a "gentrification saturation point" 
(Atkinson, 1995). In such circumstances supplies of gentrifiable property and gentrifiers 
are exhausted leading to a temporary cessation. However, even if this is the case 
occupational restructuring and changes in taste, about what property may be deemed 
gentrifiable, may lead to new movements being made at any time. Recent trends in the 
conversion of schoolhouse, ecclesiastical and industrial property in working class areas 
are examples of this redefinition of gentrifiable property and may open new avenues that 
lead to the gentrification of surrounding housing.
The extent to which the 'right to buy' legislation has led to incumbent upgrading 
through a tenure shift from public rented to owner occupied has not been speculated 
upon and is clearly an issue of what constitute class and status boundaries. If class may 
be defined by tenure then the right to buy legislation has created the largest single
'journalistic accounts have been much more prolific in their identification of gentrified areas but this 
may be as much the desire to create as to observe patterns of gentrification.
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Gender has been argued to be an increasingly important component involved in the 
gentrification of certain areas of Hackney (Warde, 1991) although the extent to which 
this was an overriding concern was debated by Butler and Hamnett (1994) who argued 
that class was still the dominant characteristic although the increasing market power of 
female headed households was becoming more significant. This clearly needs more 
analysis particularly as women become a larger and better paid proportion of the 
professional and managerial groups.
If Castells is correct in asserting the major cleavage in class relations to be based around 
access and non-access to information (Castells, 1994) this may mean that in 
combination with a particular taste in housing the 'open-collar' worker may form a new 
gentrifying group occupying new areas in 'electronic cottages' located in any area due to 
the ability of information technology to be located anywhere. In view of what has 
already been argued is it possible that gentrifiers as an identifiable group are a highly 
fragmented and heterogeneous set that require more sophisticated analysis - in which 
case it is possible that their definition should surround price and resource measures 
rather than more cultural measures.
With reduced investment motives it may be possible to conclude that other 
'gentrification benefits' provide as big a motive; for example, the desire for green space, 
shorter journeys to work and a cheaper house centrally located. It is interesting, and 
perhaps significant, that many of London's 'loft' conversions are taking place in areas 
not previously associated with gentrification. Ironically it is in the current property 
recession that areas such as Southwark, which have always been well located vis-a-vis 
access to the city of London, have only just begun to be gentrified in a property 
recession. It may well be that Smith's ideas on the 'rent gap' theory of gentrification are 
only just being realised as these areas are clearly profitable because of the devalorisation 
of land due to industrial decline.
The definition of gentrification
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Through an analysis of the gentrification literature one can see two continuous or 
essential components to the process, these are; (i) Class or socio-economic group 
movement within (ii) a discrete geographical area. This leads us to the definition: 
It should also add that it is recognised that contingent features of the 
phenomenon are in abundance and this is considered later on. Of course what this does 
not do is explain why or when such movements should occur, however a definition 
serves as a way of identification of phenomena amongst a plethora of diverse and 
unrelated processes.
There is a tension between the differing scales at which gentrification may be defined. 
Although there has often been a reference to the area or neighbourhood basis of 
gentrification it is clear that the process is essentially constituted of households and 
individuals. If one defines gentrification as an area based or group phenomenon one 
loses sight of its make up and this also poses the problem that if gentrification is an area 
phenomenon it makes it difficult to suggest that there is such a thing as a 'gentrifier' 
since such a role may only be accorded to someone when a neighbourhood or area 
reaches a gentrified state. Similarly it is difficult to suggest a cut off point at which such 
neighbourhoods shift from being non-gentrified to gentrified since this would impose a 
numeric formalism that would be out of keeping with its shifting and processual 
constitution even though such criteria have been set (see Phillips, 1993).
This makes gentrification a reified concept. Its structural definition belies its constitution 
through human action. The only solution to this problem is to view gentrification as a 
household phenomena. While it can be argued that gentrification is a neighbourhood 
process it is clear that is made up of individual household movements. If one can accept 
this then it is possible to acknowledge the existence of gentrifiers as the building blocks 
of what can become neighbourhoods with varying degrees of gentrification rather than 
gentrified areas which contain gentrifiers.
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Gentrifiers
The later use of census variables relating to the occupational structure clearly clouds as 
much as it elucidates such a group and is theory dependent. The groups identified stem 
from both the literature and the logical selection of those occupational groups which are 
higher than others. This necessarily suggests that all professionals and managers are 
gentrifiers in the context of the operational research. The use of owner occupation as a 
measure was fatally flawed because of the extent of right to buy policy and degree 
holders were not a separable group from those with any form of higher education.
The 'cultural' element alluded to in the literature is difficult to operationalise and 
thereby quantify. As mentioned before, it may be possible to provide some form of 
measurement scale by reference to various cultural 'artefacts' such as antiques, coloured 
doors and so on but this relates to the idea that these are strong signifiers of gentrifiers, 
liable to be an erroneous assumption. It is persistently likely that theoretical ideas about 
the nature of gentrification will be more complex and comprehensive than operational 
measures designed for the measurement of such phenomena.
62
2. Theory and data collection in the research process
Many theorists have argued (Bulmer, 1984, Craib, 1984, Ackroyd and Hughes, 1993, 
Gilbert, 1993, Ritzer, 1996) that there is a very strong link between the way one 
conceive of society and social artefacts and the way research is subsequently engaged. 
While not all theory is applied all research is, necessarily, theory based; it is widely 
recognised that research into social life is 'theory dependent' and that our 'ability to 
make connections between action, experience and change is based on the explicit use of 
theory'(O'Brien, 1993:10).
To view research as a foundationalist enterprise in which the collection of data leads to 
inevitable conclusions has come to be viewed as an erroneous picture of the progress of 
research (Hammersley and Gomm, 1997). Cicourel (1964) has shown that research is 
constantly mediated by theoretical concerns and social pressures, and, more importantly, 
that categories are social constructs and not objects objectively available for scrutiny.
The later use of multiple regression models and statistical significance tests show that 
theory is still an inherent part of what appear to be value-neutral mathematical 
processes. However, it is clear that both the interpretation of results and the use of 
theory in guiding the hypotheses and assumptions of such models are an essential 
component (Abelson, 1995).
The chronology of gentrification and displacement
In relation to the later use of theoretical models and the better conceptual understanding 
of gentrification and displacement a clear problem existed surrounding the precise 
timing of both gentrification, but also displacement. Gentrification cannot, itself, 
displace people, property must be vacant before moves are made by gentrifiers; in other 
words, how can gentrification be seen to displacement. In the chronology of 
events displacement must logically occur prior to any act of gentrification; it is 
for displacement to occur before gentrification so that dwelling spaces can be
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made available. Of course it is possible that gentrifiers might purchase property with 
sitting tenants and wait for them to leave but this is relatively rare.
It has frequently been held that gentrification can cause displacement but in actual fact 
this can only be true in terms of an anticipation process in which developers and 
landlords see that profits can be made by a change in use, occupation or through sale. It 
may be that this comes from a relatively low level of activity in which some junior 
professionals, students or artists promote the viability of the gentrification of an area. 
This implies that such a chronology helps hide the causal relationships between the 
events since displacement is absent by the time gentrification takes place, thus softening 
the impression that it gives of displacing people.
Gentrification represents a self-fulfilling prophecy for the speculator landlord or 
developer who both create and react to market potential and opportunity. The gentrifier 
or professional's conscience is clear, "we didn't do it, it had already happened", why it 
happened is another question. It will later be seen that this has ramifications for the 
direction of causality assumed within regression models and correlations.
It is the anticipation by developers and landlords that a profit can be made that lead 
to harassment, eviction or notices to quit. Where displacement occurs because an area 
becomes too expensive the move may appear to be made on a voluntary basis, 
obfuscating the real reasons for the move. Finally, it is possible that moves are also 
made because of an inability to enter the market in a gentrified area. These moves may 
be near impossible to empirically chart but will still be due to the same factors.
With regard to the role of preconceptions and hypotheses in the research these were 
neither used to confirm or refute the existence or nature of displacement in relation to 
the gentrification process in London. This cautious yet open approach reaped rewards 
through its lack of orthodox assumptions. For example, in exploring the constitution 
of gentrification within the capital no assumptions were made about the geographical 
location of the phenomenon and this lack of guiding hypotheses (itself guided by
Spittles, 1996, "Boom market has investors sitting pretty", May 26
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more open hypotheses as to the nature of gentrification) yielded results which one will 
later see contradicted previous research which had asserted the primacy of the 
phenomenon in the inner city.
The Theory Dependency of Research
One may visualise the use of theory in method as a circular process. As argued earlier, 
the first stage of the research process involves the drawing up of hypotheses which are 
used to select which phenomena are instrumental and the way in which they are related 
in order to later explain these processes. At this stage nothing is concrete and the 
engaging in research will be of vital importance to the confirmation or otherwise of 
these initial theories. Having served their purpose they may either be reinforced and 
added to or discarded. It is possible to indicate three stages which may be repeated in a 
circular route;
i) Hypothesis construction and selection of area to be studied.
ii) Research of that area using methods appropriate to that area.
iii) Collation of results with confirmation/alteration or rejection of initial hypothesis.
This process is not the only way in which research may be engaged in but it represents a 
clear model which is regularly used in the social sciences. It will be noticed that the 
specification of method is completely left out for the obvious reason that theory, as 
mentioned before, does not entail a particular method. It is from our theorising that one 
may then go and extract data from the social world based on our previous prioritisation 
of those phenomena involved and clearly this is an important part of the concerns of 
methodology in the research process. In the language of Ackroyd and Hughes, data is 
'created'. This means that our preconceptions about the world are being used when one 
collects data.
As a concept and an area of study, gentrification has received far more attention than 
related processes such as filtering 'which takes place when in-movers are of lower
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socio-economic status than the out-movers they replace' (Clark, 1992:16). This is not 
only because it has occurred on a smaller scale than gentrification but also because the 
research environment has affected the selection and prioritisation of salient and 
researchable phenomena and constructed theories whose main concern is with 
gentrification, as Saunders notes, 'theory determines where we look, (and) to some 
extent governs what we find' (p280, 1981).
Theory neutral research?
In the case of gentrification and displacement, as Beauregard has observed, one is 
dealing with complex conceptualisations that are not reducible to single dynamics. This 
creates more problems for the researcher that wishes to make operational such concepts 
because it is by no means certain that such a working definition can be found based on 
the tools at our disposal. In fact if one takes the idea of an operational definition to its 
logical conclusion one must replace all non-observable terms with observable ones 
(Keat and Urry, 1982). This implies that it is possible to have a theory neutral language 
about the world; that in actual fact concepts like gentrification can be measured in a way 
which does not rely on non-observable terms. How then does one measure a gentrifier, a 
gentrified area, a rent gap, a value gap, an act of displacement? The answer is that one 
cannot in fact say anything about the external world without some recourse to 
unobservable or conceptual phenomena.
Later on it will become clear that the methodological tools used, such as the census, are 
not in fact best suited in performing this task. In itself the census is a socially created 
tool which relies on people to carry out surveys, to code and to input but, most 
importantly, to One should not therefore invest too much in these methods 
but, rather, use them with a careful understanding of their strengths and limitations 
within the context of the above considerations. Our understanding of gentrification is 
both illuminated and constrained by these tools.
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The study of gentrification has never really specified a definition in the true sense of the 
word; a statement that precisely delimits its nature. Rather, gentrification has been 
studied in a way that has resulted in an emergent definition arising which has become 
assumed rather than defined in such a way that a criteria for its existence may be 
applied. This is cause for concern; the lack of some form of benchmark means that it is 
possible to distort the meaning of the word and indeed question whether the word has in 
fact any connotative meaning at all! Common elements to be found in the literature 
reveal gentrification often to be a male, white, professional, owner occupier and inner 
city process. This leads to an emergent definition which guides enquiry to these 
processes and not others. It may be argued that the class replacement and displacement 
dimension of gentrification has been left in the background while researchers have 
examined those processes which most closely match the emergent definition of 
gentrification.
By focusing on the nature of the process rather than typical symptoms of the process it is 
possible to understand that gentrification may occur as easily in the suburbs or rural 
environment as in the inner city, that it could be constituted of black middle classes as 
white. What has actually happened is that gentrification has been defined in terms of its 
most likely or frequent occurrence leading to a stereotypical theory of the 'archetypal' 
case rather than an understanding of its contingencies and varieties of its manifestation.
Levels of analysis in the study of gentrification
As Williams notes 'gentrification is a complex and varied process which can be 
conceptualised at a number of different levels' (p65, 1986). Williams argues that the 
dominant mode of analysis in the study of gentrification has largely been at an empirical 
level which has lacked an appreciation of the processes involved.
Levels of analysis are more clearly demarcated when carrying out research proper, for 
example the census has provided a key methodological tool (Galster 1986, Bourne, 
1993) for gentrification research in the past. The smallest level of analysis in the British
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census is the ED (enumeration district) that consists of only two hundred households but 
at this level measurements of social variables such as class (which are ten percent 
sample variables) may lead to high levels of inaccuracy due to the preservation of 
anonymity. At an electoral ward level significance is stronger yet blunter in its 
pinpointing of certain areas as size is much larger and variable. There is therefore an 
interaction between levels of analysis and the validity and bias of research.
As an example, one can visualise a situation where the researcher hypothesises a picture 
of low levels of gentrification activity while many individual households may be 
moving undetected. This is an extreme hypothetical situation but worth bearing in mind, 
it may be that contemporary gentrification is made up of a large number of individual 
households that remain in obscurity while researchers complacently announce the death 
of gentrification. While theory can remain aware of gentrification activity it may be 
more difficult to operationalise a definition and provide empirical evidence for such 
theories.
As can be seen in the discussion in the first part of the chapter, the definition of 
gentrification is made at a fundamental micro level of analysis with specific reference to 
an abstract household's movements. This is not the same as saying that the study of 
gentrification may only be carried out at this level, rather, it shows the micro- 
foundations of what may form a much wider phenomenon. It is precisely this 
examination of the basis of gentrification that may lead to a better understanding of the 
forces at work behind its outward appearance and from which bigger units of analysis 
may be built.
Recognising that 'levels' of analysis exist is important in structuring accounts and 
theories of gentrification. Loretta Lees (1994) has noted that gentrification can be 
studied at three distinct levels; nation, city and locality. Lees observed the areas of 
property transfer in understanding national differences in gentrification between London 
and New York at these different levels. What is particularly interesting about Lees' 
work is that it demonstrates the way accounts may differ according to the level at which 
analysis is carried out. Focusing on broad aggregated levels such as national data sets for
68
example may reveal very different and divergent pictures to research that looks at a 
micro level. While the revealing of the dynamics and population involved may be better 
understood within a locality this does not suggest that all research should be pinned at 
this level.
It is clear that wide approaches cannot exist in isolation from an approach which 
observes the phenomenon directly. Such levels of analysis and conceptual headings 
could be extended and more widely applied in understanding differences and similarities 
between other contexts. Problems do exist however in such analysis, Dangschat (1991) 
has shown that it is immensely difficult to understand the interrelationships and 
directions of causality between different levels of analysis since the interpretation of 
those directions may often be open to question.
Levels of analysis may also be culturally bound, for example a regional level may be 
more useful in a European context as used by Dangschat but would more likely be seen 
as a city level in America or in Britain as used by Lees whose attention is directed 
between these latter two countries.
Little consideration in the literature has been given about what scale of gentrification 
activity should be considered a defining characteristic; if a middle class couple move in 
to a working class home this by definition is a case of gentrification but as a single case 
is unlikely either to be considered gentrification as popularly conceived (as a group 
phenomenon) or identified through the methodological tools available to us. The area 
needed to be able to study gentrification may often be bigger than the area needed to 
fulfil the requirements of the definition since, by definition, one instance may count as 
an 'act' of gentrification while certain research may need larger samples to observe the 
phenomenon.
If one defines gentrification in the way offered above it suggests that it may occur at any 
level, from a micro to pan-global level at which contingent factors could be vastly 
different. Writers have also acknowledged for some time that gentrification by 
'pioneers' has paved the way for more cautious and investment seeking gentrifiers.
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Dangschat has also shown the existence of an 'ultra-gentrifier' type whom may 
effectively displace these pioneers and gentrifiers. Gentrifiers themselves may become 
vulnerable to the process that they initiate and that the gentrifier becomes the next higher 
socio-economic group to displace or replace one of a lower status. Gentrification may 
then be defined through upper and middle classes just as much as middle and working 
classes or, more simply, where higher replaces lower.
Hypotheses
The later statistical analysis was informed by the use of hypotheses, most obviously 
stemming from ideas contained in the literature and other ideas stemming from its 
interpretation. This was most clearly demonstrated in the selection of the variables 
within the census work. Both 'gentrifiers' and 'displacees' were operationalised on 
the basis of previous work and continued a tradition, if one may call it that, of viewing 
gentrifiers as essentially the upper occupational groupings; professionals and 
managers. In addition, and as yet uncharted, was the selection of the displacee 
representative variables which had to be justified according to the outcomes of 
previous research which had found that after gentrification had taken place certain 
groups of displacees had certain common characteristics; they lived nearby, paid more 
for their accommodation and tended to comprise white working class, the unemployed 
and unskilled, ethnic minorities, single parents and the elderly (LeGates and Hartman, 
1981 and 1986, Henig, 1984, Smith, 1996).
Two sets of hypotheses were identified. A set of coherent ideas was examined (1) and 
used to guide the overall research stemming from a reading of the literature while 
another set and (2) consisted of a simple statement, or assumption, regarding the 
overall relationship between gentrification and displacement which was used 
specifically with regard to the statistical models used in chapter five.
1. The following hypotheses were drawn up which related to the guidance and 
operationalisation of the concepts of gentrification and displacement. Gentrification
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consisted of high occupational groups and could, therefore, be potentially found 
anywhere within the greater London area. While gentrifiers can be considered in 
relative terms it was necessary to set an overall benchmark (especially when using the 
census data). Clearly a gentrifier is a professional in a working class area rather than a 
professional in a professional area (although this may be expanded to include vacant 
or derelict sites, 'absolute gentrification'). These are simplistic classifications but one 
should be aware of the way that occupational groups may take on new roles by virtue 
of the migratory housing moves that they make.
Gentrification was defined, as earlier, as the 
Contingent factors (X) were to be examined in the 
final grounded research, the rest of the definition was used as a criteria for the 
identification of gentrification on occupational grounds. In addition to this definition 
two other operation definitions of gentrification were used in the census research; 
increases in owner occupation and educated workforce (as a proxy for degree holders). 
Other groups might also be identified in the grounded work but a cut off point had to be 
used in relation to the census work in order for the analysis to be clear.
Displacement was defined in relation to gentrification. Displacement could only be 
considered as such where it had occurred in gentrified areas. In other words, all cases 
of displacement outside of gentrified areas were to be excluded from the analysis 
insofar as this was possible. It was therefore critical to self-consciously analyse the 
theoretical constructs that defined these areas and these people since any research 
effort would be guided both by our preconceptions of who gentrifiers were and their 
location.
Such ideas may potentially not directly correspond to the 'real' locations of 
gentrification. However, gentrification only exists where it is seen and labelled - it is a 
socially created label, but, it also might be possible to see a divergence between the 
identification of gentrified areas using different definitions and empirical tools 
(Galster and Peacock, 1986) a task undertaken through the use of the census data and
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proxy indicators. This point is raised again in chapter nine in examining divergences 
between the grounded and census research.
Displacement would take place before gentriflcation since the vacation of dwelling 
space was a logical necessity and precursor to the moving in of other groups (the 
gentrifiers). The precise location of both gentriflcation and displacement could be 
anywhere within Greater London subject to criteria of growth i.e. gentriflcation, 
specified in chapter four. This can be summarised as; gentriflcation may occur 
anywhere within the identified area (Greater London) but displacement, in the form 
that is of interest here, can only logically occur in areas where gentriflcation also 
occurred. In relation to the operational research this could pose problems because of 
the cross-sectional quality of census data so that if gentriflcation were not observed 
(if, for example, the gentriflcation had come and gone in the intervening period) any 
displacement in area could not be defined as such.
2. The hypothesis used for the interrogation of the census data are specified in 
chapters four and five. Unlike a liquid displacement, the social dynamics of the 
gentrification-induced displacement process, although clearly structured, are not so 
directly corresponding - people can become overcrowded or delay moving. The act of 
gentriflcation, on whatever scale, cannot be held to be a law-like and necessary event 
for displacement to occur, nor would any piece of social research hold such to be the 
case (Hage and Foley-Meeker, 1988). Gentriflcation can occur without displacement 
as a corollary effect while both displacement and de-gentrification may only be partial 
events which can make our thinking about the two processes more conceptually fuzzy 
and discussion is based upon probable rather than law-like terms.
In fact it is not actually possible to achieve a state of resolution on these matters; one 
must be aware and flexible as to the interpretation of empirical data on the subject of 
gentriflcation so that the the implications of such haziness are understood. The 
processes that set other kinds of displacement activity into play may be triggered by a 
whole host of factors; therefore not all displacement is gentriflcation related and not 
all gentriflcation causes displacement (understood as an involuntary household 
movement). Other contextual and cultural factors may displace people, war in Bosnia,
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genocide in Rwanda, dam building in China (1 million people evicted) (Leckie, 1995), 
natural disasters and so on. What is particularly clear about that part of displacement 
which due to gentrification is that it is a peculiarly market based phenomenon. It is 
perhaps unwise to suggest some scale of legitimacy; which reason for displacement is 
worse than another, yet it can be held as a point of social (injustice that households 
are moved away from quiet enjoyment, and often, family and friends, to a new place 
or no place at all in the case of those that go into homelessness. Unlike Archimedes 
less clear routes were searched for an explanation of the mechanisms by which, if the 
analogy may be extended, our own bodies may displace that of others.
A displacement typology
While gentrification is a heterogeneous phenomenon, displacement is no less so. It is 
important that one is conceptually clear about how displacement is constituted. 
Presented here is more detail about the different 'types' of displacement and notes 
about the differing ways in which these definitions impact upon empirical method and 
measurement.
1. Economic and Physical displacement - which may be included as sub-sets within the 
Grier's definition whereby residents are priced out of a dwelling through rent increases 
for example or by physical means such as by heat or by violence.
2. Last resident displacement - counting the last resident as the only displacee.
3. Chain displacement - when a 'historical' perspective is utilised such that counting 
includes the number of residents over time which have been displaced from that 
property.
4. Exclusionary displacement - An important contribution by Marcuse which radically 
reformulates the concept of displacement to include those who are unable to move into 
property which has been vacated voluntarily yet gentrified afterwards such that another 
similar household cannot move in (Grier and Grier, in LeGates and Hartman, 1981:214).
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One should also ask, who are the displacees? While this has been cursorily covered in 
the preceding chapter it is necessary to expand this idea since it is these people who are 
looked for in the empirical research so that the decision as to who is a displacee becomes 
a critical methodological decision. Smith argues that;
"there is a very clear polarization ("structural" or otherwise) between people who 
participate as gentrifiers and those thereby displaced" (1996:104)
Rose (1984) argues that it should not be assumed either that gentrifiers are a 
homogeneous group nor that they are 'structurally polarized' from the displaced. In other 
words, it is possible that those people who take on the 'role' of gentrifiers may be 
separated by relatively thinly veiled differences of class, status and/or income from those 
they necessarily displace.
In more concrete terms it can be seen that there is a need to engage with those works 
which have sought to characterise the displacees themselves. Unsurprisingly the groups 
follow a fragmentation line of vulnerability. Smith shows that of the 6,000 displacees in 
Society Hill they were 'disproportionately poor, white, black and Latino working-class' 
(1996:138). A factor in the ensuing tag for urban renewal as 'Negro removal'. It is 
therefore essential that an awareness of different displacement types in relation to the 
later methodology and to the nature of the process itself is maintained.
Conclusion
This chapter has discussed two main features to the research. First, the theory of 
gentrification itself has been examined; what constitutes it, where does it occur, when 
does it occur. This is used as a springboard into the research proper which needed to 
have a strong definition for the purposes of identifying, as accurately as possible, 
gentrification and displacement. Second, the role of theory itself in the research process 
has been examined and it has been observed that a healthy balance can be maintained 
between theory and operational research because they are mutually dependent and 
reinforcing. This complementarity is carried over into the research itself and it is felt that
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this chapter serves as an important clearing ground for the issues tackled in the rest of 
the work.
The documentation and analysis of gentrification has shown that while forming an 
identifiable pattern and phenomenon it has metamorphosed over time and in different 
geographical locations. The scale and particular nature has diverged around a 
fundamental set of processes in which higher classes move into vacant or derelict 
property previously lived in by people of a lower social class/status. The specific and 
many details of the process have been widely described yet the common denominator 
has often not been made explicit although theories have attempted to understand what 
has gentrification and this relates to the contextual and contingent factors of the 
phenomenon.
Moving on from the micro foundations of the study of gentrification the chapter 
examined the relationship between the way gentrification may be studied at a variety of 
levels and the specific problems of operationalising a definition in the research 
environment. Testing theory is crucial, both to make it useful in the outside world and to 
test its validity but difficulties when using the methodological tools available need to be 
acknowledged.
The study of gentrification can only stand to gain from strengthening and questioning its 
own foundations particularly in the light of new urban forms which hold the same basic 
characteristics which need to be dealt with under the conceptual heading of 
gentrification.
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Chapter Four - Examining gentrification and displacement 
using the census
Introduction
This chapter details the methods and their application to developing an understanding of 
the relationship between gentrification and displacement via the use of the 1981 and 
1991 population censuses. This, of course, presupposes that such a relationship can be 
discovered at all. In common to much research it was proposed that the best route from 
the outset would be to look at the most general or abstract picture of gentrification by 
using aggregated data sources. In keeping with such a level of analysis the censuses 
provided two qualities in particular; first, the ability to provide accurate data at a number 
of levels of aggregation and, second, when combined, the two sets of census data 
provide a longitudinal view allowing the process-like nature of gentrification to more 
fully emerge and, crucially, enabling some inferences to be made about the changes that 
had taken place over that time.
The chapter explains the structure and peculiar features of the 1981 and 1991 census 
data and the problems of trying to use them to study social change. The results of the 
analysis of the manipulated dataset highlights the issues surrounding the validity of 
inferences drawn from the data. The overall aim of this part of the research was not 
simply to examine gentrification and displacement from an aggregated view, a critical 
concern was the creation of a methodology using a dataset of this scale to try and 
examine the linkages between proxy measures of social phenomena.
Starting from a point of generality and working downward the census provides a good 
introduction and feel for the nature of social processes at various levels. It was always 
intended that this part of the research would be biased toward informing rather than 
performing the task of characterising and understanding both gentrification and 
displacement yet it is believed that such goals were more than exceeded. Ecological
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approaches have highlighted fallacious reasoning based upon geographical units which 
were inappropriate to found such inferences.
The 1981 and 1991 censuses provide a wealth of invaluable information regarding the 
housing and social situations of the entire population of any area under examination; it is 
in this sense that it can be argued that it is not a sample at all, rather it is a population but 
one which can be delineated at a number of levels. Its use was therefore seen as 
unrivalled by any other single dataset. Limitations do, however, apply and these will be 
discussed later in this chapter. Of particular note is the translation of social concepts 
such as class, displacement and gentrification itself into a measurable phenomena whose 
interaction is sought to be understood. In quantifying these conceptions it is further 
necessary to understand the social causality of the processes under study and to question 
the ability of these techniques to separate out confounding factors which may not have 
been scrutinised. It is, after all, the job of the researcher to calculate in what way a 
phenomenon is best measured and to defend what is essentially an arbitrary process of 
variable selection, albeit a well informed arbitration! In addition, it should be noted that 
the interaction between the conceptual and the empirical may become blurred when 
official data like the census are used; the construction of such data is itself a social 
process utilising relatively complex concepts and interpretative processes on the part of 
the respondent and enumerator.
In using the census care must be taken with both the techniques of extraction, analysis 
and any inferences made. The difficulties and intricacies of census analysis have 
produced volumes detailing such aspects (Rhind, 1983, Dale and Marsh, 1993, 
Openshaw, 1995) but will generally be dealt with in more depth in the chapter detailing 
the results of the census work.
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1. The extraction of the census data
Practical considerations
After registering the research with the ESRC purchased data at the Manchester 
computing centre a course was undertaken in the methods used to extract census data so 
that personal use could be made of the data. Use was made of the 'Telnet' and 'File 
Transfer Protocol' (FTP) procedures using networked UNIX computers to extract and 
download the data. This enabled the direct accessing of the census data in whatever 
configuration or detail was required by the demands of the research 'on line' and the 
subsequent appropriate manipulation of the data in both Excel, initially, and SPSS.
Careful selection of variables was made according to two broad criteria;
  First, with regard to the displacement and gentrification literature in order to 
understand the theoretical and empirical manifestations of the central dynamics 
behind the process and in order to make such a selection a less arbitrary process 
(more of this later). This meant the reconsideration of the theoretical and empirical 
literature with a view to the operationalisation of these variables. It was possible to 
translate the results of preceding literature into a theoretically informed analysis 
using similar variables to those identified as salient by previous researchers. This 
aspect is revisited when dealing with the selection and precise details of each 
variable.
  Second, selection was carried out with care and attention being paid to the use of the 
census as a longitudinal tool for the purpose of analysing social change. While the 
census is essentially a cross-sectional survey (each census is not linked; it is not 
possible to surmise that people identified in 1981 are the same as in 1991) it may be 
used to show changes in the incidence and frequencies of any particular variable in an 
inter-censal period. It will be shown later that this has important implications for our 
ability to infer causality or association. Clearly limitations apply as to the degree to 
which inferences may be made about the nature and extent of such change. Again this 
aspect is further explored later in the text.
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In addition to other problems regarding social change, developments occur which affect 
the composition and size of the frequencies of variables to be found in certain spatial 
areas. The boundary changes of wards alter the political and census geography of areas 
but a package has been designed by to approximate 1991 boundaries to those of 1981. 
Although this was employed, caution should be used in an unquestioned acceptance of 
resulting frequencies as entirely error free. This does however mean that a degree of 
error must be accounted for in these findings in addition to problems of changing 
subjective and objective definitions.
Clearly the correspondence between social 'units' and wards is debatable. Notions of 
locality and community are difficult concepts to extricate and need further clarification 
(Warde, 1989). Keller (1968), in an examination of numerous definitions of 
neighbourhood, holds that they commonly refer to two elements; the physical 
characteristics of the territory or the social characteristics of its inhabitants. However, it 
is inadvisable to attempt to make a match between the subjective notions of people's 
sense of belonging and the arbitrary patterning of areas through division into wards.
The SAS census data
For both the 1991 and 1981 censuses output was provided in tables of so-called Small 
Area Statistics (SAS) as distinct from the additional output of the 1991 census of the 
Local Base Statistics (LBS) which were more detailed but only exist for this census 
alone. To achieve comparability between the two censuses only the SAS can be 
accessed and care must be taken to ensure that like cells are compared. A 'cell' 
represents a particular census cross-tabulation, such as the number of male 
professionals. This will have a particular cell number which is then accessed at a certain 
geographical level; in this case all data was analysed for all wards in Greater London.
Essentially the distinction between the two forms of census output, SAS and LBS, 
relate to their detail due to issues of confidentiality and time spent coding. SAS data is
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available at county, local authority (London Borough), ward and enumeration district 
units. An enumeration district is the basic building block of the census and is usually 
made up of roughly 200 households (except for Special Enumeration Districts (SED's) 
such as hospitals, and institutions). Wards vary in size but there are usually about 20 to 
30 wards to a London borough except the City of London which does not have a 
political geography even though it is split into 25 wards with a population of only 4000.
The SAS data has only 9000 cells compared to the 20,000 of the LBS. This relates to the 
level of detail with which one is able to examine census data using the SAS. To preserve 
anonymity cells which have less than 50 usually resident persons 16 resident 
households are withheld from extraction. This proves problematic when looking at ten 
percent counts at ED level. Counts often percent are given in the SAS when coding may 
be highly time consuming e.g. for relationship to head of household, occupation, 
industry, workplace and higher qualifications, two of which were being used in the 
research.
10% counts and ED's
In many ways the study of gentrification and displacement readily lent itself to an 
analysis pegged at the level of the ED. This smaller area would then make it possible to 
make clearer analyses of the changes over time in such areas. ED's usually have 
approximate mean values of 200 households (roughly 500 persons) highlighting their 
small size. The desirability of this scale is due to their restrictive size such that most 
migratory moves would lead to relocation outside of the ED. The point can be 
highlighted by contrasting it with a ward level analysis in which it would be possible for 
households and individuals to relocate within the same ward thus tempering potential 
observed social changes.
Such an analysis was not possible though because of the problem of using the census 
longitudinally which meant that boundary changes could, in certain cases, lead to total 
mismatches between boundaries for 1981 and 1991. Due to conditions of confidentiality
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small areas are subject to careful protective measures which make access at this level 
potentially error laden. There are a variety of effects on the data when it is accessed in an 
ED where there are very few counts of the variable being accessed, this can lead to;
  suppression - the data is not released
  perturbation - random noise, the data is altered to prevent identification of individuals 
by the addition of and subtraction of counts throughout the data
  rounding - where digits are grouped according to a pre-defmed formula or their sum 
is made to equal the sum of the raw data
  suppressed ED's are subsumed with adjoining zones
These factors do not prevent access at ED level but they make it more 'risky' with 
regard to the level of errors involved. ED's must have at least 50 "usually resident 
persons" 16 resident households for SAS data to be released to protect anonymity. 
The 10% count makes analysis at ED level even more difficult and is usually avoided by 
the researcher (Openshaw, 1995). ED's are also subject to redefinition at each census. 
The perceived advantages of using a micro scale of analysis were quickly rejected 
because of these problems.
Sampling error (although stratified at all levels) at this level of analysis would also have 
been too big a problem, analysis when using the ten percent counts as a reliable figure 
for individuals, as Marsh (in Dale and Marsh eds., 1993) demonstrates, a "clustering 
effect" can occur because people with similar characteristics tend to live together e.g. 
ethnicity.
Other units of analysis might have been used but by this time it was recognised that to 
survey London using such micro level data would be beyond the time scale and remit of 
the research and there was always the possibility that it would not prove any more 
fruitful than the ward level analysis. All work was therefore conducted with the base 
unit of ward and these were grouped by district i.e. by the London borough that they 
were in. The City of London was not selected because its tiny population (4000) in a 
few wards would produce potentially dramatic changes which could distort any 
findings. Initial data analysis using scatter plots showed this to be the case when City
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wards showed up as outliers and with sudden and dramatic changes between 1981 and 
1991.
Dangers when analysing change through time with the census
Expanding on the preceding methodological points Warde gives detailed warnings 
regarding the problems that may arise when using more than one census in order to 
examine social change;
"such are the problems and pitfalls of comparing the results of separate censuses 
that only extremely good reasons can justify all the effort and care required" (in 
Openshawed. 1995:310).
The desire to investigate the relationship between gentrification and displacement 
hopefully provide such a worthy rationale. Warde goes on to summarise the problems 
encountered when using the census to assess social change;
Variation in the topics covered
Change in the topics covered by the census has made comparisons impossible in certain 
cases. The 1991 census also included four new questions - ethnic group, limiting long- 
term illness, term-time address of students and weekly hours worked, it will not be until 
the 2001 census that comparisons over time will be possible with these questions. 
Interestingly, though not directly relevant, is the possibility of longer term analyses 
when certain questions arose for the 1971 and 1991 censuses, but not for the 1981 
census. Comparability can also be made viable through re-aggregation where such 
reconstruction is possible; a technique followed closely for the creation of comparable 
'cells' for variables. The positive side to these developments is that although 
comparability cannot be 'backtracked' where questions are added problems are not 
encountered where existing questions have been changed.
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Definitional comparability
As Warde points out, the seemingly comfortable position in which coverage is given for 
questions in both 1981 and 1991 does not prevent other changes from preventing 
comparability. First, the form of a question may change and, second, output tables may 
change - a significant problem for the census user. The direct relationship between these 
issues and the specific data extracted are presented in tandem with the description of the 
variables themselves later on.
Variation in census coverage
Reliable analyses of change also depend upon the simple accuracy of the number of 
heads counted, not just those located on the census night but also those 
This means that;
"any calculation of change between censuses will include artificial as well as real 
changes if the level or type of coverage varies between censuses" (Warde, 1995:325)
This means that assessment of such enumeration errors must be made, such errors can 
also be concentrated in certain sub groups.
The main conclusion to be drawn from such points is that, while the census is unrivalled 
it is not flawless. Some problems seem to cluster in certain areas; by socio-economic 
group, in terms of the level of analysis employed or due to problems of definition. It is 
therefore with caution that the methodology was constructed and with such caution that 
the results of the analysis should be viewed.
Previous work
Although the underlying aims of the research were biased toward an exploration of 
displacement based upon gentrification activity, as a necessary precursor, work has been 
done which has examined gentrification through the census. Galster and Peacock (1986) 
and Hamnett and Williams (1979) have both sought to understand the factors behind
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gentrification and its growth and manifestation respectively. However, neither had the 
goal of quantifying or establishing a relationship between the gentrification process and 
displacement. It must be acknowledged that the attempt to observe such events as 
related processes requires the 'creative' use of static data like the population census. 
While the next stage of the research, the Longitudinal Study, was dynamically geared to 
such investigations the censuses formed a logical theoretical and empirical informant to 
a more carefully ordered inquiry with that dataset.
The two pieces of work are summarised concluding with consideration of the additions 
and changes made in the actual research done here. Hamnett and Williams (1979) used 
1961 and 1971 census data to examine the growth in the professional and managerial 
groups which they asserted were the fundamental operational exponents of gentrification 
in Greater London at that time. They argued that by;
"Using increases in the number of economically active males in socio-economic 
groups 1, 2, 3, 4 and 13 (SEG I) as the key indicator of gentrification a number of 
areas were identified...(but that) There are dangers in using a single variable as the 
indicator of a process that is as complex as gentrification" (1979:10)
The earlier use of professional heads of household (Hamnett and Williams, 1979) may 
well have been applied at a time when female professionals were a relatively small 
fraction of this occupational group yet it has been shown (Warde, 1991) that women are 
not only a very significant part of the professional classes but also they are a significant 
part of the gentrification process. With this in mind a simple number of professionals 
was taken as a percentage of the total number of the working population in any one ward 
rather than a head of household figure, although this was not elaborated into the gender 
breakdown of these groups.
The complexity of the phenomenon of gentrification itself has already been observed 
and the empirical constraints posed by using a dataset like the census do not help to 
alleviate accusations of reductionist techniques and uni-dimensional portrayals of its 
complexity. Equally it must be recognised that the empirical tools available for inquiry 
inevitably lead into such representations.
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Hamnett and Williams indicated that a 6.0 percentage point (not percentage) increase 
figure was an adequate "arbitrary cut off figure" and that this could be used as a proxy 
measure. This criteria was only allowed to be realised within wards which were less than 
20 percent professional/managerial at the beginning of the time period, in order to 
indicate that gentrification was not already underway. While this may appear to be a 
reductionist technique it must be acknowledged that the measurement of gentrification is 
very difficult. While it is hard to argue that it is reducible to a single empirical measure 
or indicator such an aim is desirable for the researcher who acts within the constraints of 
the empirical tools available. Hamnett and Williams also failed to acknowledge that the 
period in question also experienced a large increase in the numbers of these occupational 
groups thus making their growth less than novel and possibly misleading in any analysis 
of the phenomenon. In other words, there is no reference by them to comparative levels 
of occupational increases in the city. Their paper was also based upon a male definition 
of gentrification which, in the light of increasing numbers of women occupying these 
occupational groups, appears a less valid approach today.(Warde, 1991)
Galster and Peacock (1986) used a set of linear regression models to illustrate the 
interaction between differing operational definitions of gentrification and the factors 
contributing to it. The extent and nature of gentrification varied according to the 
definition used and this also affected the extent of the gentrification observed. Using a 
methodology to prove the existence of gentrification was superseded where the remit of 
past research was often the characterisation of gentrification where it had been more 
contentious. The current research aimed to go further in exploring not only the extent of 
gentrification over the time period observed, although this clearly was of interest, but 
also the interaction between the phenomenon and social groups who have been 
previously identified as the "displaced" (LeGates and Hartman, 1981, 1986, London and 
Palen, 1984)
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Galster and Peacocks work had been based on the idea that different definitions of 
gentrification, when put into empirical practice, would affect the magnitude of the 
phenomenon observed and clearly highlight differing dynamics behind the process. A 
key part of their methodology used a criteria of eligibility for gentrification to take 
place in census tracts by eliminating those wards which were above the baseline 
median in terms of each of the gentrification definitions. The logic of this relates to 
the idea that if a tract was above the median it had already been gentrified to some 
degree or was already an established middle class areal unit. This differed from the 
approach adopted here which allowed all wards to be available for 'further' 
gentrification regardless of the extent of current occupation of 'gentrifiers' at the 
baseline period. This stemmed from the argument that even some of the most 
apparently middle class areas may experience continuing levels of gentrification; a 
point made by Dangschat in his empirical survey of Hamburg (1991). Another clear 
divergence from Galster and Peacocks work was that whereas they had used multiple 
regression models to look at the factors influencing gentrification such models were 
used here to explain gentrification in terms of a reduction in the displacee groups as a 
proxy for the displacee process itself.
Whereas Galster and Peacock had looked at the underlying reasons for gentrification 
the explication of a set of models which would look at the 'space clearing' processes 
underlying the availability of urban space to be gentrified was now of critical concern. 
Limitations inherent in this approach are discussed later and it is possible to 
conceptually see a two-way linkage between gentrification itself and displacement; 
while displacement must happen first in order to vacate the space for gentrification 
(although not all gentrification is necessarily displacing), gentrification may similarly 
impact upon future rates of displacement and 'cause' displacement.
Establishing a data baseline; Measuring social change
While gentrification has been proceeding since the middle of this century this work had 
to use a discreet time band over which the process could be measured, both in terms of
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the aims of the thesis and also due to the dates of the censuses themselves. Much work 
has been done covering the period up to the beginning of the eighties, as gentrification 
was peaking at this time. This meant that the use of the 1981 census as the earliest data 
point might be interpreted as the non-existence of gentrification before this time when in 
fact the following paragraph indicates that such an interpretation is not sustainable.
It should also be stressed that the methodology used incorporated measurements which 
allowed for these problems to be compensated for; wards in which there were already a 
large number of professionals were not discounted. This showed an approach in which 
non-gentrified areas were available for gentrification and gentrified areas could be 
gentrified both hypothetical possibilities, as argued earlier. Considered in this 
way the need for an accurate baseline becomes translated into the need to acknowledge 
that gentrification can move in a variety of directions, both up and down, although our 
own aims were related to the upward movements of groups identified as gentrifiers..
In establishing a mean growth for this occupational group for the whole of London for 
the 1981-1991 time period this left the unfortunate possibility that wards might be left 
out which began to show some change late in the period. This was only one of many 
problems in using the census. The importance of the use of the mean as an indication of 
growth was that it allowed for any area to be considered to be gentri/ymg regardless of 
the situation that area was in before. This point relates to the difficulty of using largely 
inadequate operational statements about what constitutes a gentrified area over time in 
abstract or statistical terms - it simply is not possible to say that an area is gentrified 
when X proportion of the population is of a professional background (for example, 
Pacione cited in Phillips, 1993:124, argues that an increase of 40% of SEG's I and II 
would indicate a significant degree of gentrification). The general fuzziness of these 
issues should be accepted rather than forced into uncompromising conceptual boxes.
Invariably the issue centres around the scale or context of the research. At a London 
borough level those which appear to have gentrified could have been used to 
characterise the process, Islington for example, but such a crude view would change if 
looked at at a ward level - here changes would be felt more acutely and would be more
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directly observable. Such observation is carried out by a variety of means and the use of 
the census was replacing the direct use of our eyes in looking at the whole of London 
before a scaling down could later be identified.
Any ward was held available for gentrification regardless of location and socio- 
economic composition at the baseline period, 1981, or reasons which will become 
clearer in the final analysis. Suffice to say, it was hypothesised that a process of socio- 
economic and tenure restructuring could take place anywhere and therefore should retain 
the same label even though many commentators have described gentrification as a 
purely inner city phenomenon. Second, even in the most polarised of wards there is 
invariably room for gentrification, that is the replacement of lower socio-economic 
groups by higher, the setting of an arbitrary 'saturation point' appeared too insensitive 
when considering areas such as Kensington in which such saturation may appear evident 
yet demand may persist even under such conditions.
2. Measuring 'gentrification' and 'displacement'
Gentrification and displacement are written in inverted commas in the section heading 
because when these concepts are talked about what is really referred to are 
multiplicitous phenomena which are given a label which includes this diversity. This has 
already been discussed in relation to past research work. In terms of the current research 
transferring concept into, what might be termed, 'social object' is discussed below. 
Certainly this was one of the main methodological tasks of the work; a recurring theme 
of the work was the input of theory into the empirical research process as mutually 
dependent exercises.
It was anticipated from an early stage that the detection of gentrification was considered 
to be an easier task than that of displacement, indeed this was one of the main aims of 
the work and the difficulty of extracting pertinent information to the displacement 
process was inactive of the lack of research that had been done in the area already.
Proxy measures to identify the gentrification dynamic and the constitution of 
displacement
While little work has been done on displacement occurring due to gentrification in 
London much has been learned from the work of academics and government research, 
predominantly in the US, which has countered claims by central and local government 
that revitalisation was a purely beneficial phenomenon which expanded the tax base and 
revitalised the inner city environment. Working in such a 'blind' situation inevitably 
lead to innovation regarding the use of available data so that the use of indicators was 
required to detect gentrification-related displacement. Such indicators are defined by 
Carley as;
"measures of an observable trait of a social phenomenon that establish the value of a 
different unobservable trait of that phenomenon" (Carley, op cit:128)
In other words, by measuring the increased visible incidence of professionals and 
managers in electoral wards what is demonstrated, by reasoned extension, is that the 
unobservable concept of gentrification is proceeding. It had yet to be seen whether such 
reasoning could extend so far as to make a direct association between this and 
something to be labelled as 'displacement'. Clearly these are as much operationally 
defined concepts as indicators but in many ways the two terms are interchangeable albeit 
the use of an indicator does suggest that the phenomena are to some degree invisible 
which concurs with earlier ideas about the difficulty of using single dynamics by which 
to measure gentrification.
Debates over class analysis in the study of gentrification (Bridge, 1994, 1995, Ley, 
1994) have addressed little of the empirical difficulties of making operational a 
definition of gentrification. Scales of class measurement used in the census are based 
around, in general, a Weberian class definition in which the Registrar General's scale is 
founded upon status and income rather than being based upon a single criteria. In 
relation to the gentrification literature the persistent allusion to a professional/managerial 
class is well catered for by the census (Hamnett and Williams, op cit.) as one is able to 
distinguish these groups with reasonable precision using the census.
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The lack of extensive or geographical data on income is a major shortcoming which 
allows only a uni-dimensional image of gentrification which may not adequately reflect 
income differentials and purchasing power of the groups involved. It would be possible, 
for example, to have, relatively speaking, poor professionals and well paid manual 
workers. The link between gentrification and distinctive cultural and taste groups 
(Zukin, 1982, Jager, 1986) also remains to be resolved within the context of the 
measurement of these groupings and their involvement in the gentrification process. 
Both of these questions are highly significant yet little addressed in the literature in 
general. Empirically the resolution of such deficiencies would be both difficult and 
contentious - how does one measure such concepts 'cultural capital', for example.
The result of these difficulties is a situation, in Britain at least, in which the use of 
professional and managerial definitions are the best primary proxy indicators of 
gentrification. Use of educational measurements of the phenomenon have been said to 
overestimate the phenomenon and income measures to underestimate it (Bourne, 1993) 
but occupation remains a reasonable estimator of both income and educational 
background which led to the use of a higher occupational classification as the primary 
gentrification indicator.
Translating the many phenomena that constitute gentrification into a measurable event is 
an ideological act in which an individual asserts the primacy of certain factors over 
others and measures the phenomenon according to those factors. Such biases should 
always be apparent in the readers mind for whom the presentation of a picture of 
gentrification and displacement is based upon the lead given by the author. In other 
words, even if empirical measures are used it should be understood that choices lie 
behind the selection of both research methods and methods of representation of the data 
and the phenomenon.
As has been mentioned, the increased sophistication of a methodology that could also 
include income data would be more desirable. In some ways this would be less of a 
'proxy' variable and more of a direct measure of the ability of certain groups to out 
bid others in any one area. This would, however, not be strictly true - gentrification
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has often been viewed as something other than a simple population transfer, it appears 
to contain an element of culture and difference. Gentrifiers, it is suggested, are groups 
of housing consumers looking for investment opportunities but in areas normally 
considered 'dangerous', or off the beaten track, to such groups. This was the whole 
point of coining the term gentrification in order to refer to a process which was 
noticeably distinct from the consumption patterns associated both with traditional 
middles class housing purchases and ecological urban theory. It is perhaps less novel 
to make such assertions as the gentrified areas of old, like Islington and Fulham, have 
taken on their own persona as established expensive middle class areas. The 
interaction between consumption choices and income is however a complicating 
factor and if such data were available it is uncertain how this new problem could be 
overcome.
a) Gentrification
The operational measures of gentrification were split up into three areas 
professionals/managers, owner occupation and educated workforce. These were 
exploratory attempts to understand the manifestation of gentrification more fully and to 
observe the way that different operational measures may alter the observed extent of 
gentrification in the capital. Often asset measures have been utilised as a measure of 
affluence but there are two main problems with using this measure as a proxy for 
gentrifiers; a) London's transport network complicates the use of car ownership as a 
measure since those in the inner city are less likely to own cars in most SEG's because 
of the widespread availability of good public transport b) the gentrification of many 
areas, such as Clapham, has been directly associated with the availability of tube 
networks.
All variables were taken as percentages of their total relevant population (e.g. total lone 
parent households as a percentage of households, total professionals as a percentage of 
the working population (16 years old and more)) in order to account for any changes in 
ward size over the decade under examination. This ensured relevance and clarity
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throughout the work and was necessary to gain insights into the changes in each 
variable over time.
i) Gentrification as a growth in the number of professionals and managers
The use of 10% counts coincided with using professionals and managers as the 
fundamental indicator of gentrification. The SEG's used to construct the 'gentrifying 
class' have been used by Lyons (1995) and Hamnert (1987), although Hamnett had not 
included the artists and ancillary workers (SEG 5.1) which was felt to be an important 
segment of the gentrifier class and was therefore included. To produce a non-sexist view 
of gentrification all professionals and managers were included; anyone working in that 
occupation. Previous work had used increases in head of households in this category, a 
notoriously sexist view of labour and one ignorant of the female contribution to 
gentrification (Warde, 1991) and to the professional class in general (Davies, 1996, 
Crompton, 1996). In particular Phillips (1993) has argued that one of the distinctions 
between rural and urban examples of gentrification is that there are symmetrical (dual 
earner/couples) and asymmetrical (single) household structures respectively which only 
serves to highlight the salience of single female gentrifiers.
The approach used is to be distinguished from a 'dominance measure' (Watt, 1996) 
which takes the highest occupational category of a household regardless of sex. Since 
this would inevitably lead to an undercount in the number of professionals observed the 
use of a working population figure simultaneously overcame this problem but, 
unfortunately, ignored household structure in the analysis. It was not possible to 
construct one single measure which would not have some deficiency in this respect. The 
group selected comprised the following Socio-Economic Groups (SEG's);
  1.1 employers in large establishments
  1.2 managers in large establishments
  2.1 employers in small establishments
  2.2 managers in small establishments
  3 professional workers - self employed
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  4 professional workers - employees
  5.1 ancillary workers and artists
  13 employer/manager farmers
The ten percent count was particularly unfortunate in this context because it prevented 
an accurate analysis at the enumeration district level because of the increased levels of 
error when using 10% data at this level. This unit of analysis was initially to be used to 
provide a picture of those wards which had gentrified. Gentrification could, however 
only have taken place in those wards in which some form of displacement or 
replacement had occurred, or in which redevelopment of previously working class 
property had taken place according to the working definition adopted.
Another important aspect to the selection of professionals and managers was a lack 
of age breakdown. Other writers (Hall and Ogden, 1992) have alluded to the importance 
of young single and dual earner couples and, indeed, this has been a significant theme of 
the gentrification literature as a whole which has contemplated the demographic changes 
leading up to the gentrification of cities. While it is fully accepted that this group (young 
gentrifiers) are a significant driving force other diverse elements in the literature showed 
that both relatively older groups both acted as gentrifiers (Parsons, 1980) but also as 
'ultra-gentrifiers' (Dangschat, 1991) who are able to displace earlier waves of gentrifiers 
through a greater market power - they are capable of pricing out students and other 
pioneer gentrifiers.
It is also necessary to speculate to some degree on the changing social values and 
aspirations during the eighties in that perceptions at the time were producing a social 
desirability bias so that the professionalisation of the workforce at large may have 
accounted for the growth in this occupational category. On top of subjective concerns 
there is the problem of considering professionals to be a homogenous group. The range 
of professional occupations is large, from librarian to judge, so that one can reasonably 
hypothesise that certain groups such as teachers or media workers may have distinctive 
taste preferences for housing and location, details of which have not been analysed 
because of the time associated with such an analysis.
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Setting a criteria for 'gentrification'
It was argued that for gentrification to have taken place the rate of occupational change 
in any single ward would have to exceed the general rate of increase for London as a 
whole. In some ways this was an arbitrary decision yet this was held to show a rate of 
'abnormal' change in wards even though it was similarly acknowledged that growth 
would be dependent to certain sectors of the capital - e.g. the inner area of London 
might have an overall greater increase than outer. An overall benchmark was required 
and this gave a reasonable level for estimating above average growths in the wards. 
Similar measures of above city-wide mean were used for all three of the gentrification 
variables.
The use of the mean lead to the exclusion of all wards with a growth rate of less than 5 
percentage points, the city-wide mean for professionals and managers. This facilitated 
the observation of a 'real' rate of increase for the occupational group and meant that the 
varying size of metropolitan wards could be taken into account by taking a relative 
rather than an absolute figure. Although the figure of 6 percentage points was used by 
Hamnett and Williams in their work they had not included females in those 
occupational scales. Lyons has also used heads of household (a predominantly male 
figure) to measure gentrification on the justification that mortgage lending practice was 
biased toward this group, ignoring the simple hypothetical possibility of female 
gentrifiers. This research seeks to fully recognise the increasing female presence within 
this occupational group and to incorporate them as "potential gentrifiers". This follows 
the example of Warde in East London (Warde, 1991).
Additional criteria
The recognition that approximately 50% of London's wards had experienced a rise of 
roughly 5 percentage points and more showed that a more restrictive analysis of wards 
was required. It was also established that many of those wards which showed increases, 
sometimes dramatically, had experienced an absolute decrease, so that while 
professionals and managers had moved from that ward, they formed a relatively larger
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group within that ward. Dealing with the problem of possible confounding factors such 
as incumbent ward changes is difficult to account for in any methodology using cross- 
sectional data since one cannot ascertain to what extent the population of 1981 is related 
to that of 1991. It is also not possible to make any assertions about any changes which 
might have taken place in the intervening period - or since 1991 for that matter!
In wards where professionals had increased relatively but declined absolutely it was 
argued that they could be seen as examples of gentrifying wards since it would be a 
perverse argument to suggest that gentrification had occurred in wards where an outflow 
exceeded an influx. Growth was only apparent in percentile terms because the number 
of professionals had only increased because of a decline in the number of other groups. 
These were therefore eliminated leaving 133 wards which were considered to 
demonstrate gentrification to varying degrees. The increase in the remaining wards was 
in the range 5 to 22 ppi (percentage point increase), excluding three wards in the City in 
which increases of 11, 25 and 33 percentage points respectively had been recorded - 
often through very small numbers of individuals entering these very small wards. The 
City was, however, excluded in the analysis because of its unbalanced and tiny 
population even though anecdotal and journalistic attention suggested that loft living 
and the growing popularity of surrounding central areas like Clerkenwell were 
significant factors in the gentrification of that area. What remained was a set of wards 
which were considered to be examples of gentrification, to varying degrees.
The general growth in managerial groups may reflect as much a change of subjective 
definitions of occupational status as a real increase in the number of people in these 
groups. With regard to displacement (as noted by Lyons regarding district analyses, 
1995) the movement of households and individuals within a ward, which could easily 
happen given a wards usual size (approx. 20,000 people in a large metropolitan district) 
and the indication in the literature that displacee moves were made locally (LeGates and 
Hartman, 1986), meant that a certain proportion of displacement would not show up. In 
fact this lead to the identification of a need for case study work, of a qualitative nature, 
to be undertaken in certain identified gentrified wards because of the inadequacy of an 
approach which used comparative cells for 1981 and 1991.
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While, to a large extent, much of this stage of the research was concerned to 
understand the interplay between theory and operational research it was understood 
that the hypotheses surrounding the research led most strongly down this particular 
avenue. Professionals and mangers have, for a long time, been seen as the main 
protagonists in the gentrification saga. As Beauregard (1990) points out the privatised 
modes of living by the 'yuppie' have formed a focal point and, indeed, to some degree 
a scapegoat for the problems and challenges that gentrification poses.
Some discussion of the nature of Inner and Outer London is also important. The 
artificial construction of London into a political and administrative set of areas can 
misinform analysis. The concept of Inner London has been used to imply a homogenous 
group of districts which share common characteristics. This is clearly not the case. In a 
more informed geography it is the location of areas, communities and services which 
divides up a gentrified London. The City and other workspaces are good examples of 
occupational magnets while the existence of parks and distinctive forms of architecture 
are similarly popular with gentrifiers. This means that research must remain aware of 
both the diversity of the capital while acknowledging the existence of other features 
which help to construct the gentrification cityscape.
Even though this work identified the top occupational groupings (Class I) as being the 
fundamental dynamic behind gentrification in theoretical terms a series of other 
measures were used to elaborate and understand further what other factors, already 
associated with gentrification, might be influential on the displacement process. As 
Lyons has noted (1995) junior non-manual workers have been identified as a migratory 
force in inner London which are not included in Class I yet have a market power 
exceeding that of potential displacees. Preceding Lyons work Hamnett and Williams 
(1979) argued that 'a substantial minority [of gentrifiers] fall into the self-employed and 
junior professional categories' (p.3) further complicating the adequacy of the indicator 
identified. It is inevitable, however, that one must take some cut off point and that in 
using census data one can never be sure that the member of any one SEG can be
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considered to be a gentrifier per se, rather it expresses a degree of potential and for a 
measure of the rate of social change insofar as this may be determined.
It is also important to give some thought to the way in which one sees these variables as 
being indicative of underlying causal processes in the gentrification and displacement 
occurring in areas. In selecting these variables it is suggested that, in probabilistic terms, 
they are conditions are created wherein displacement may occur although it is equally 
clear that displacement may not be a necessary corollary of gentrification.
The issue of class clouds, to some degree, one of the fundamental hypothesised 
dynamics of the gentrification-displacement process; that of income differentials. It is 
not possible to use census data to analyse the income or, more importantly, the spending 
power of the various occupational groups. This means that it is not possible for us to 
gain an insight into the way in which income differentials between different 
occupational groupings has an impact upon the way in which higher groups are able to 
outbid lower ones. This means that the researcher must make arbitrary, yet informed, 
measurements of gentrification by using a variety of quantities which appear to reflect 
the empirical manifestation of the gentrification phenomenon. Second, the way in which 
such defensible measures are used reflects the way in which theory feeds into the 
research process. As Hage and Foley Meeker argue;
"theories themselves are inside our heads and...are constructed to apply to 
observable events, but (they) are not the events themselves." (1988:8)
As has been argued, the occupational groups representing the professionals and 
managers of the gentrification literature, were identified as the fundamental indicator of 
gentrification. No restrictive definitions were made between inner and outer London 
since it was felt that any operational hypotheses about the geographical spread of 
gentrification should be as exploratory as possible so as not preclude the location of 
gentrification activity. Many have implicitly assumed gentrification to be almost 
exclusively an inner city phenomenon which would preclude its existence anywhere else 
in London. The SEG's measured were taken at ward level for both 1981 and 1991 tables 
which are both ten percent tables. Warning has been given about re-aggregating these
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data by multiplying by a factor of ten to avoid further error. However this proved 
unnecessary since to counter the variable size of wards, percentages of the economically 
active population were taken at both points in time. From the 1981 data mean 
percentage was derived from which it was possible to eliminate first, all of those wards 
which were already to some degree gentrified by virtue of their being already of above 
average numbers of these occupational groups. The remainder were therefore available 
to be gentrified over the coming decade. The 1991 data therefore elicited those wards 
which had experienced varying degrees of growth in these groups with a range of 5 to 
22.2 percentage points.
ii) Gentrification as an increase in the educated workforce
After wards had been selected according to a criterion of occupational grouping, other 
census variables were selected to expand this conception of gentrification and expand an 
operational definition of gentrification. It should be emphasised, though, that each 
definition was mutually exclusive although technically they could have been linked. 
Following Galster and Peacock (1986) an indicator of professional, vocational or higher 
education was used to show the occurrence of gentrification even though it was 
understood that this would probably overestimate the presence of gentrification (cf. 
Bourne, 1993). In addition education might prove to be of more significance in terms of 
displacement than occupational position if a causal link between education and income 
existed which, as argued earlier, will be viewed as a facilitator of the gentrification 
process in a market economy. However this effect was tempered by the inability of the 
data to separate out only those who held degrees.
Others have alluded to the characteristic of gentrifiers as being of a college or well- 
educated background (Bourne, op cit, Ley, 1994). When using the census data to 
establish whether large influxes or growths in these groups have occurred at ward 
level a number of problems arise. The political and income characteristics of this 
group make a measure of degree holders of interest; they may be viewed as being less
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connected to orthodox modes of lifestyle and so on, it was unfortunate, therefore, that 
this particular group could not be singled out.
For 1991 to be comparable with 1981 data was constructed in the following way. In 
1981 the census aggregated all persons with degrees, professional and vocational 
qualifications for all of those aged eighteen or over. Unfortunately there was no 
'population' cell from which a percentage could be established, neither was there 
another ten percent cell for all persons 18 plus. This meant that a figure from the 100 
percent table of age was taken for all persons over the age of sixteen - not a very 
satisfactory situation, but the only one available.
For 1991 a similar 'qualified manpower' figure was obtained in the same way but this 
time a 'population' from which this group could be expressed as a percentage existed. 
In fact, had the cells been less condensed into a single category of persons with all 
qualifications the 1991 census would have allowed us to look at the change in the 
number of degree and higher degree holders for all wards. This was not, however, 
possible. A similar population had to be created that could be compared with that of 
1981 so that a figure was taken which included all qualifications as per 1981. For 
1991 it possible to find the relevant population figure.
The main problem with the measure used for educated workforce was the strong 
possibility of error entering the data. This was due to the lack of a direct available ten 
percent 'population' from which to calculate the necessary percentages so that another 
ten percent count, from another table, had to be used and re-aggregated to a one hundred 
percent count. There was also a problem with the way that this variable comprised an 
aggregation of all forms of qualification in 1981 so that degree holders could not be 
separated out.
Criteria for 'gentrification'
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Again a mean level of educational achievement was taken for 1981 so that wards could 
be identified which were available for upward educational movements. Once a mean 
rise in the percentage of educated people had been calculated over the decade it was 
similarly possible to observe those wards which had experienced an above average rise 
in the numbers educated to this level. It must be acknowledged that the absence of a 
separation between the differing levels of higher education in 1981 made it impossible 
to conduct a reliable comparative analysis over the decade. All kinds of vocational and 
higher qualification had to be included leading to the possibility that changes in 
vocational and higher educational sectors may have led to the incumbent upgrading of 
certain areas of London. It may also be the case that the inclusion of these other forms of 
education make this indicator less applicable in terms of some link between education 
and income but the need for a proxy measure of some kind in this area overrode these 
concerns.
The period of 1981 up to 1991 saw the largest inter-censal growth in the higher 
education sector and this makes it more than likely that education as a proxy variable 
for gentrification will overestimate the process since a large amount of incumbent 
upgrading will have occurred. This problem is heightened by the fact that the figures 
obtained were not restricted to degree holders.
It can be reasonably be postulated that the projected growth in the eighties of higher 
education and qualifications in general will have further been inflated from the 1981 
starting figure because of taking the number of qualification holders as a percentage of 
a larger population. This further lead to the use of this proxy measure being viewed as 
relatively undesirable.
iii) Gentrification as tenurial transformation; Owner occupation
The final indicator used for gentrification was that of owner occupied accommodation. 
Much has been written in the literature, particularly the British, which shows that the 
trend of conversion of tenure from renting to owning was associated with the
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gentrification of certain areas of inner London (Hamnett and Randolph, Hamnett and 
Williams, 1979, Munt, 1987, Warde, 1991, Bridge, 1993b, Glass, 1964). Such a link 
has also been made with reference to the housing grants system (McCarthy, 1974, 
Hamnett, 1973, Chambers, 1988) yet it has become clear that the means testing of these 
grants since 1990 has led to the elimination of this problem although the continued 
availability of these grants to landlords has yet to be evaluated. However, these concerns 
aside, it is clear that owner occupation is the favoured tenure of the gentrifier from 
literary and anecdotal evidence even though the possibility that rented property may be 
gentrified through a social restructuring of tenants may be a fruitful avenue of research 
in the future. While not explored directly the open ended use of the professionals 
indicator made it possible that renting would be included.
It was not possible to say directly to what extent sales under the right to buy 
influenced the growth in owner occupation over the period, although it would have 
been significant (1.7 million homes have been sold under RTB since 1979, Balchin, 
1995). Privatisation of housing was certainly significant over the decade and 
inseparable under the use of census data.
Criteria for 'gentrification'
The number of owner occupied households was measured as a proportion of the total 
number of households. The average ppi for Greater London was 8.99. As with the 
professional/managerial figure the figures were checked to see that no gains in ppi 
were due to a growing proportion rather than a real increase but it was found that an 
insignificant number of wards showed this trend. In fact only one of the "gentrified" 
wards had experienced a real decrease in the number of owner occupied units there - 
Campbell ward in Barking; this also hid the fact that well over a third of the properties 
in this ward were owner occupied over the ten year period. In using 1981 and 1991 
SAS data it was necessary to aggregate the breakdown of buying and bought figures 
to make them comparable with 1981 figures.
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The number of wards gentrified according to an above mean increase in dwellings 
owner occupied was 346, or roughly just under half of London. Clearly this large 
number was derived from using simple averages to determine growth. The range was 
quite dramatic; -7 to 41 percentage point change. In 1981 about 46%, at ward level, of 
Greater London's housing stock was owner occupied, but this figure had grown to 
55% in 1991, an average increase of 9 percentage points. As with any mean figure 
though this hides regional and micro diversity which are often important to a fuller 
analysis.
It is difficult to suggest what is a realistic picture of the extent of gentrification. If one 
takes all those wards which had a lower than median (45%) percentage owner 
occupied one finds that, when the criteria of growth is applied (9%), 261 wards appear 
to have gentrified. This is perhaps a better picture; it selects all wards on the criteria 
that they are not gentrified at the beginning of the time period and then applies a 
criteria of above mean growth to determine gentrification.
Clearly gentrification cannot be represented by a single variable and this has been 
alluded to by Beaureagrad and others many times over. The difficulty is that what makes 
common sense regarding the constitution of gentrification in theoretical terms is 
necessarily different from what is considered adequate in empirical terms. Essentially 
what this means is that empirical accounts of gentrification will have looked down upon 
by the apparent but sometimes groundless sophistication of gentrification and 
displacement theory. This is the value of such indicators and proxy variables; they 
challenge us to reduce concepts into 'real' artefacts that can be measured. While it 
cannot be suggested that one equals the other they still inform one another. It would 
have been possible to combine the gentrification variables in some way but it soon 
appeared that professionals and managers would be the single most reliable indictor of 
gentrification since owner occupation was too widely experienced by many occupational 
groups over the period which would over-estimate gentrification. Education on the other
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hand has been shown to be an unreliable indicator and largely insufficient as an 
indicator of gentrification because of its inability to discern degree holders.
b) Displacement
Seven displacement variables were derived from the literature. The displacement 
literature is almost exclusively North American and has been covered already in 
chapter two. Drawing on this body of work and the only pieces of work done in Britain 
(McCarthy, 1974, Lyons, 1995) a set of variables was identified which it was believed 
would represent displacement. These variables identify displacement as a multifaceted 
phenomenon, although in many ways the variables overlap just as the gentrification 
variables are available to overlap. The non-mutual exclusivity of these characteristics 
does pose problems and the results highlight how the interaction of exclusive categories 
showed the strongest degrees of association and correlation.
The selection of displacement variables
The displacement variables selected were;
i) Working class - A measure was selected quantifying the number of people of SEG's 
6, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 15 (junior non-manual workers, personal service workers, foremen 
and supervisors - manual, skilled manual workers, semi-skilled manual workers and 
agricultural workers respectively). The reconstruction of the socio-economic groups has 
been used in this combination before (Lyons, 1995 and Hamnett, 1987). These were 
selected because of their strong inter-censal comparability but were based, like all the 
SEG's upon a 10% count which meant that the ward level was the smallest geographical 
unit which could be achieved without the risk of introducing large errors. In terms of 
traditional definitions of gentrification the idea that middle class gentrifiers displace or 
replace the working class renter is assumed to be a keystone of gentrification theory. 
The relationship between this variable and that of professionals was therefore of key 
interest. The percentage of economically active people (above the age of sixteen) was
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taken as the relevant ward population. The difference in this figure between 1991 and 
1981 provided an indication of the change in this population - but, it must be 
remembered that long term structural decline could equally be held to be a cause of any 
decline in this group, unless it could demonstrably be shown that a greater decrease in 
this occupational group was experienced in so called gentrifying wards compared to an 
expected stasis in those which had not been gentrified.
ii) Unskilled labour - SEG 11 was used; the number of unskilled manual workers (a 
measure of unskilled labour held to be vulnerable because of the short-term contractual 
nature of this kind of work). This group showed a marginal decrease over the 1981- 
1991 period in Greater London. This group was selected because of the suggestion in 
the literature and, supporting empirical evidence, that they are a vulnerable and low paid 
group, and thereby susceptible to housing market changes such as increased rents and 
changes in local services. Social networks which have traditionally supported the 
working and unskilled classes (Young and Wilmott, 1957) may be as effectively 
broken down by displacement as redevelopment. However, more sophisticated analyses 
of peoples social networks have shown that gentrification may not impinge as much as 
might be hypothesised (Bridge, 1993) yet this refutes no less the hypothesis that 
gentrification may cause 
iii) Renting - Regularly cited as an indication of gentrification when in decline since 
many of the gains to owner occupation from this tenure have been argued to be cases of 
gentrification (Hamnett and Randolph, 1981, Murie, 1991). Households renting were 
simply taken as a percentage of the total number of households.
iv) Ethnicity - Ethnicity was intended as a measure of minority groups who have been 
traditionally viewed as having an unequal opportunities in the housing market (Morris 
and Winn, 1990, Balchin, 1995) but the restrictions of the cells available to measure this 
in the SAS tables meant that a cruder figure had to be employed; that of a person's 
country of birth. Although a question on ethnicity had been added for the 1991 census 
its absence for 1981 meant that neither re-aggregation nor comparability could be 
achieved in this way. While problems of changes in a countries name are dealt with at
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the coding stage other problems existed in that ethnicity's replacement by country 
meant that a proxy measure of ethnicity was used in the form of those who were born in 
the New Commonwealth and Pakistan in 1981 and simply the New Commonwealth, 
which included Pakistan in 1991.
Another feature of this variable is the possibility of a relatively significant number of 
siblings born to British parents in 'colonial service' which are now part of the New 
Commonwealth. This was clearly not very acceptable and highly arbitrary but was the 
only suitable measure available.
v) Unemployed - While debate has raged over the exact quantification of 
unemployment figures this was thought a useful indicator. The unemployed are 
frequently to be found in rented accommodation and their existence on state support 
may logically make them vulnerable to changes in the price structure of the surrounding 
area and of their dwellings. To achieve comparative figures (in as far as this is possible, 
due to the frequently changing definitions of unemployment) the following cells were 
selected. For 1981 it was necessary to take a figure of those 'seeking work' and 
'temporarily seeking' as a basic figure of unemployment, but in 1991 students who 
were unemployed were counted in the basic 'unemployed' figure so that their exclusion 
in 1981 meant that they had to be subtracted to achieve comparability in the 1991 
figures. This does leave some room for doubt as to the validity of these particular 
figures.
vi) Elderly - Writers such as DeGiovanni (1984) and LeGates and Hartman (1981, 
1986) have strongly indicated that elderly households have formed a large part of the 
out-moving households from gentrifying areas. DeGiovanni has also performed 
correlations between gentrifying inflows and elderly outflows indicating a strong 
relationship between the two. An overall figure was taken as a percentage of the total 
population in each ward at an age of 60+. This would then include all pensioners, but 
also some males who had not reached their retirement age of 65.
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vii) Lone parent - While the majority of lone parents are female a figure was taken that 
included both sexes as heads of a household with children up to the age of sixteen as a 
percentage of the total number of households. It was not possible to find out the 
proportion of this group who were of professional or working class SEG, which was 
unfortunate but, again, this was the only measure of this family structure available.
Unconsidered variables
In deciding which variables were the most pertinent to the displacement process a 
decision had to be made in terms of which to select and also which to drop in the 
analysis. Two particular suggestions need dealing with in this respect; Houses in 
Multiple Occupation (HMOs) as an indicator of displacement and young single 
professionals as a measure of gentrification.
HMOs provide an essential segment of the housing market for those with little resources 
for their housing costs (LRC, 1994). Their decline has been associated with the 
conversion of property for gentrification purposes but the desirability of using such a 
measure was prevented by the near impossibility of obtaining comparative definitions 
between 1981 and 1991.
Some discussion has been provided of the way in which overly restrictive definitions of 
gentrification could lead to a definitional formalism which might ignore important 
groups. Of course, it can be argued that using young single professionals might be a 
more accurate representation of the 'gentrifier' but it has been shown (Zukin, 1982) that 
artists, for example, have been strongly associated with the advent of gentrification. 
Although unlikely, it would be possible for all age groups and household structures to 
be gentrifiers so that an open definition was, again, employed in this respect.
The displacement variables were viewed as being dependent on the gentrification 
variables although in necessary logical terms, or in time series, displacement would 
have to be a precursor for gentrifiers to move into. Some process of mediation would
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always have to occur before gentrifiers found property and this had important 
implications for the data analysis which follows.
Final remarks on the use of the census
While the analysis of the data produced by this part of the research is the remit of the 
next chapter it is worthwhile describing the relation between this part of the research and 
the next which sought to amplify the findings of this initial research.
These respective problems cannot necessarily be overcome by any particular 
methodology; the census' output is fixed in terms of the way it is constructed and the 
biasing of data through too high levels of aggregation can only be overcome by resorting 
to the smallest spatial level of analysis available to us. In this case the need to use SAS 
data longitudinally meant that the smallest usable unit was ward rather than enumeration 
district (which would clearly have involved problems of analysis and interpretation 
because of the size of such a dataset for London).
Conclusion
The use of the 1981 and 1991 censuses has been discussed; how they are constituted and 
how data can be accessed and selected. A theoretically informed empirical analysis has 
been constructed in order to assess the impact of gentrification, in its operational form, 
upon displacement, in terms of its representation as the seven selected variables. The 
problems and constraints of the methodology have been analysed and some mention has 
been made of the degree of certainty with which one can view the outputted data with.
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Chapter Five - The extent and location of gentrification in 
London and its relationship to displacement
Introduction
Having detailed the extraction of census data and the rationale behind the 
methodology the ways in which the data was analysed are reported along with the 
findings of the census research. There were two main themes behind this work. First, 
what relationships could be discerned between the phenomena of gentrification and 
displacement. Second, where could patterns of gentrification be observed to have 
proceeded and, contingent upon that, could displacement be seen in the same 
locations.
The chapter is divided into the two main phases of the analysis that was undertaken;
1. looks at the initial exploratory techniques used 
to assess and understand the composition of the data. Also incorporated is 
geographical analysis which looks at the grounded location of the phenomena;
2. describes the use of appropriate statistical techniques to look 
at the strength and direction of the relationship between gentrification and the 
displacement variables and goes on to produce a multiple regression model to 
further elaborate the nature of these processes.
A summary of the findings of the census research is given in conclusion and with a 
precursor to the next stage which used an expanded model of gentrification from the 
census research.
1. a) Descriptive analysis of the dataset
Initially a variety of measurements were used to get to grips with the broader 
characteristics of the data gathered from the censuses. This stage was also key in 
determining the magnitude of social change over the decade in both greater London
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and at ward level across the capital. The data is, however, presented at the level of 
greater, inner and outer London at this stage with some comments later on some of the 
location features that the data displayed.
Measures of central tendency and dispersion
In order to provide a preliminary and exploratory analysis of the data measures of 
central tendency and dispersion were examined for London as a whole and then along 
the artificially constructed boundaries of inner and outer London. Annotated results 
are presented in the table 5.1 below (see appendix A, part one for further details). 
Table 5.1 shows the mean percentage point change for a range of variables in each of 
the three areas together with the standard deviation. The table describes data for all 
London boroughs except the City of London. As has already been mentioned the City 
was excluded because of its insignificant resident population and the dramatic swings 
in the respective ward population sizes because of this.
What conclusions can one draw from this level of aggregation and the changes in the 
variables observed? One should be wary of making any strong inferences for two 
reasons, first, because of the nature of the data extracted the apparent longitudinal 
reference that the data seems to make is not directly accurate because people may 
change their categorical positions over the decade e.g. from working class to 
professional. This means that replacement or displacement may be conclusions 
derived from data which is really showing occupational and other kinds of mobility. 
These incumbent changes may lead to the false inference of dynamic pictures of 
migration.
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Table 5.1: Showing the mean percentage point changes for each variable in differing 
areal segments of London
Gent
7.82
Disp
,33
13.70


Table 5.2: Showing the mean percentage point change for each gentrification and 
displacement variable for each quartile (ordered by increases in professionals)

1. b) The location of gentrification and displacement in London
Displacement
De-gentrification ?
Table 5.3: showing the mean ward changes for the professional and displacee variables 
in wards experiencing a loss of professionals

2. Statistical analysis of the dataset
i) Correlation
Table 5.4: Showing the correlation coefficients for the gentrification and displacement 
variables for Greater London by gentrification type. The coefficients displayed are for 
those relationships with a 0.05% confidence level or greater
-.1472 -.3484
.2551 -.0854
-.3500
-.4343
-.7713
Bold 

Table 5.5: Showing the correlations between all variables for inner and outer London
bold 
Table 5.6: Qualitative presentation of correlation coefficient

Table 5.7: Tables showing the coefficient of determination (R2 )
: :;: ;x!|isj3^ceii^t^::^Si'iii^)|i|
ff^llllSRll^^M
^^^^^^iliiiPili^B
-12.5%
6.5%
-12.35%
-12.25%
9.99%
-18.86%
-59.49%
iili^lilli^iilii
-2.1%
7.1%
-0.71%
2.60%
-6.83%
-.26.55%
.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;Y;K;W;1..IVI;W1;.>»;.V>. ;.v. ;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;.;
-12.1%
-0.72%
-20.35%
-27.13%
-5.19%
-5.39%
Bold 

ii) The construction of multiple regression models to examine displacement
Important considerations; The nature of multiple regression

Figure 5.1: Illustrating the composition of the multiple regression models and direction 
of causality implied in the models

Regression assumptions and the data;

Using proxy variables in multiple regression models
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Results
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1. Professionals and Managers model

The relative contribution of the IVs to gentrification
The influence of the IVs
Table 5.8: Showing the standardised contribution of each IV to the DV (professionals) 
where all other variables are controlled

old renting 
Prediction error in the model



2. Educated workforce model
3. Owner occupation model

Some final remarks
3. Conclusion - Does gentrification lead to displacement?
The adequacy of the measurements used
The statistical analysis


Chapter Six - Using the Longitudinal Study to 'track' 
gentrifiers and displacees
Introduction
1. A brief description of the Longitudinal Study (LS)

Limitations when using the LS
Confidentiality
2. Aims of the research and methodology

3. The geography of gentrification and the LS


4. The construction of new gentrification and displacee proxies
a) Gentrification measures
Professional renters and owners: 
Degree holders: 

b) The displacee variables
i) Working class 
ii) Unskilled labour 
iii) The elderly 
iv) Lone Parents 
v) The unemployed 
5. Analysis of the data
Concluding remarks on using the LS
Chapter Seven - Tracking displacees and gentrifiers
Introduction
1. Incumbent upgrading or gentrification?

Results
Table 7.1: Social and tenure position for non-movers in ROL
Table 7.2: Working class non-movers. Left column shows occupational mobility over 
decade within 'G' areas (top row)


Table 7.3: Origin of LS Professional movers migrating to the 'G' areas by 1991
Location in 1991
Location in 1981
149
44
Table 7.4: Origin of LS Working Class movers migrating to the 'G' areas by 1991

Table Showing scale of incumbent and migratory moves in relation to the 'G' areas 
by 1991
Education and gentrification
Table 7.6: Showing the movement of degree and non-degree holders in 1981 and 1991 in 
relation to origin outside the 'G' areas and destination in the 'G' areas
182


2. Displacement from gentrification

Results
I) Working class
Table Indicating flows of Working Class to and from the 'G' areas by origin and 
destination areas

II) The elderly
Table 7.8: Flows of those elderly by 1991 in relation to the 'G' areas, showing origin and 
destination
Unskilled labour
Table 7.9: Shows flows to and from the 'G' areas with origin and destination areas of 
unskilled LS members

IV) The unemployed
Table 7.10: Shows flows to and from the 'G' areas with origin and destination areas of 
LS members unemployed by 1991


V) The inactive
Table 7.11: Shows flows to and from the 'G' areas with origin and destination areas of 
LS members who were inactive by 1991

VI) Lone parents
Table 7.12: Showing flows of lone parents to and from the 'G' areas by LS members 
over the decade


A summary of the displacement evidence
Table 7.14: Net flows and estimates of displacee activity in relation to the 'G' areas as a 
whole between 1981 and 1991


Conclusion - The LS and gentrification-induced displacement


Chapter Eight - Studying gentrification and displacement in 
context
Introduction
1. Methodological concerns

Gentrification and operational explanation

2. The Local Authority Perspective

Wandsworth
Access
Focus group meeting
The selection of the case study areas: The case study as sample?
3. Tenants, squatters and the 'Big Issue'
Squatter Groups

The Private Tenants Rights Projects
The Interviews
Conclusion
Chapter Nine - Uncovering the invisible
Introduction
1. The local authority
Introduction



The 'natural' attraction of Wandsworth, or, the birth of Cla'm and Battersea'er

The role of the borough
Right to buy in Wandsworth


Estate Privatisation
The Priority Group Sales Scheme
Area action and private sector urban renewal
causes 



Conversion ofHMOs: Policy and quantity

Conversion activity


Housing need in Wandsworth

The rent officer
Conclusion


The tenant's rights projects
i) Gentrification
(*rcrf*n






ii) Displacement
a) Who are the displacees?



b) How are they displaced?





c) Where do they go?

d) How many people are displaced?
3. Wider Effects









Where have all the people gone?
The insidious ideology of displacement
The view from the street
Prospects for support


Introduction

Citizenship, housing rights and displacement





2. Resentment of removal and resistance to revanchism



An expanded awareness of costs and benefits










4. Resolution - Oases of affordability in the desert of extortion
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Part One: Descriptive statistics
Gent
Disp
Gent
Disp
Gent
Disp
Part Two: Quartile Analysis
Appendix B - Raw data from 1981/1991 censuses showing ppi for each ward and 
gentrification/displacee variable




















Appendix C 


VIF
ETHNIC -.278701 .038991 -.142591 .886422 1.128 -7.148 
OLD -.182506 .043419 -.087049 .822528 1.216 -4.203 
UB40 =.118035 .024694 .103308 .755172 1.324 -4.780 
UNSKILLD -.851185 .049270 -.342119 .899515 1.112 -17.276 
WC -.774602 .024883 -.699057 .699523 1.430 -31.130 
(Constant) -2.930557 .317892 -9.219
VIF T
-.272546 .038920 -.139442 .883059 1.132 -7.003
.197776 .077031 .082330 .340521 2.937 2.567
-.200047 .043794 -.095415 .802509 1.246 -4.568
-.196906 .039357 -.172339 .295093 3.389 -5.003
UNSKILLD -.841819 .049222 .338354 .894575 1.118 -17.102 
WC -.778821 .024845 =.702865 .696462 1.436 -31.347 
(Constant) -2.805004 .320463 -8.753
Ib) Professionals (without WC or Unskld)


2) Degree (educated workforce)



3) Owner Occupation
LPAR .510900 .107336 .173223 4.760 .0000 
UNSKILLD -.603483 .107380 -.197563 -5.620 .0000 
WC .211747 .048403 -.155647 -4.375 .0000 
(Constant) 4.602208 .593896 7.749 .0000


Appendix D 
increase in the number of professionals and managers

Appendix E - Transcripts of interviews with tenant's rights workers 
1. Karen Bone, Kensington Private Tenants Rights Project









2. Heather Johnson , Hammersmith Private Tenants Rights Project





3. Sue Waller, Camden Federation of Private Tenants






